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THE  PLAN  AND  ITS  PURPOSES 

REASONS  FOR  PREPARING  A  PLAN 

On  May  6,  1977,  the  U.S.  Federal  District  Court  instructed 
the  Boston  School  Committee,  the  State  Board  of  Education  and 
the  Public  Facilities  Commission  of  the  City  of  Boston  to 
jointly  author  and  file  with  the  Court  a  UNIFIED  FACILITIES 
PLAN.   The  Court  ruled  that  the  plan  is  to  "include  a  schedule 
for  closings,  constructions,  and  renovations,  as  well  as 
repair  and  refurbishing  for  all  facilities  in  all  nine  school 
districts  for  the  years  1977  through  1986." 

While  the  Court  is  centrally  concerned  that  all  Boston  pupils 
are  afforded  equal  educational  opportunities  a  Unified 
Facilities  Plan  makes  good  sense  for  a  number  of  additional 
reasons : 

•    it  will  allow  priority  attention  to  the  schools 

that  are  most  important  to  each  district's  future, 
to  maintain  and  improve  their  educational  environ- 
ments. 


-»»'  •    it  will  enable  more  careful  budgeting  of  tax  dollars 

for  both  educational  programs  and  physical  improve- 
ments to  schools. 

•  it  will  reduce  the  uncertainties  which  everyone 
feels  about  declining  enrollments  and  what  they 
mean  for  the  future  location  of  educational  programs. 

•  it  will  provide  the  solid  foundation  needed  to  get 
on  with  the  challenging  task  of  planning  for  the 
quality  of  education  in  the  Boston  school  system. 

This  manual  describes  steps  by  which  the  Unified  Facilities 
Plan  will  be  prepared.   It  is  addressed  to  community  members, 
parents,  students,  teachers,  school  personnel  and  administrators 
whose  input  is  essential  in  planning  for  the  nine  school 
districts.   A  plan  which  everyone  participates  in  forming  is 
one  which  has  a  good  chance  of  success,  because  all  have  a 
stake  in  it.   The  information  in  this  manual  will  enable  dis- 
trict and  local  advisory  committees  to  prepare  recommenda- 
tions on  the  future  that  they  desire  for  their  schools. 

B.   WHAT'S  NEEDED  NOW 

Work  on  preparing  the  Unified  Facilities  Plan  began  in  1977. 
To  date,  enrollment  projections  have  been  prepared,  each 
school  has  been  surveyed  in  terms  of  its  physical  needs,  plan- 
ning criteria  have  been  prepared  and  discussions  have  been 
held  at  all  levels  in  the  school  system.   Taken  together,  a 
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great  deal  of  information  is  now  available  about  Boston's 
Schools  and  how  they  should  be  used.   But  a  plan  is  more  than 
simply  information.   Now  the  task  is  to: 

«    Decide  upon  the  future  location  of  educational  pro- 
grams in  each. district . 

•  Agree  on  how  the  pattern  of  facilities  in  each  dis- 
trict will  be  matched  with  projected  enrollments. 

•  Agree  on  the  plan  of  alterations,  repairs,  additions 
and  replacements  of  current  facilities  for  each  dis- 
trict, within  reasonable  estimates  of  resources 
which  might  be  available. 

•  Agree  on  which  schools  will  be  considered  for  joint 
use  and  those  which  will  be  considered  for  closing,, 
and  under  what  circumstances  such  shifts  will 
actually  occur. 

Most  of  the  debate  over  the  past  few  years  has  been  about 
school  closings.   The  decision  to  close  a  school  cannot  be 
taken  lightly  and  some  closings  must  eventually  occur.   But 
the  most  important  immediate  decisions  are  to  determine  which 
schools  should  remain  in  use  for  the  forseeable  future  and 
what  their  needs  are  to  make  them  first-rate  educational 
facilities.   Without  such  decisions,  the  doubts  about  the  fu- 
ture of  the  school  system  hang  over  everyone's  head.   Nobody 
is  sure  where  improvements  to  facilities  should  occur  and 
the  overall  quality  of  education  suffers.   The  process  for 
preparing  a  Unified  Facilities  Plan  is  aimed  at  planning  first 
for  continuity ,  and  only  later  when  all  the  facts  are  in, 
deciding  upon  changes. 

GUIDING  PRINCIPLES 

The  most  important  principles  on  which  the  Unified  Facilities 

Plan  will  be  based  are: 

•  The  plan  should  help  in  the  reduction  of  inequality 
among  students  of  different  racial  and  ethnic  groups 
in  their  access  to  educational  opportunities. 

•  The  plan  must  insure  that  each  student  enrolling  in 
Boston  schools  must  be  guaranteed  attendance  at  a 
school  which  is  safe,  is  structurally  and  mechanically 

.  sound ,  is  environmentally  fit,  and  has  adequate 
facilities  to  support  a  high  quality  of  education. 

•  The  plan  must  provide  for  adequate  space  and  re- 
sources to  satisfy  regular  and  special  programs 
required  by  law. 

•  The  plan  should  minimize  the  amount  of  transporta- 
tion required  by  students  in  order  to  attend  schools 
which  are  desegregated.       and  should  ensure  that 
the  burdens  of  transportation  are  equitably  distrib- 
uted among  racial  and  ethnic  groups. 
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-0        The  plan  should  provide  for  the  orderly  reduction  of 
surplus  capacity,  current  and  projected  into  the 
future,  in  facilities  of  the  system,  thereby  reducing 
costs  and  improving  the  efficiency  of  the  use  of 
school  facilities. 

0        The  plan  should" minimize  community  disruption  related 

to  change  in  educational  patterns,  paying  special 

attention  to  areas  which  have  experienced  the  loss  of 

school  facilities  in  the  past. 

The  planning  criteria  which  follow  stem  directly  from  these 
principles.   In  a  particular  instance,  one  principle  might 
seem  to  suggest  quite  a  different  way  to  resolve  issues  than 
another  principle.   Difficult  choices  will  need  to  be  made. 
But  the  process  will  be  helped  if  everyone  participating  in 
the  planning  process  keeps  in  mind  what  the  plan  is  intended 
to  accomplish. 

It  is  also  worth  remembering  that  the  Unified  Facilities  Plan 
is  only  one  component  of  the  city-wide  educational  plan  the 
School  Department  is  committed  to  preparing.   The  Unified 
Facilities  Plan,  which  will  deal  with  the  physical  resources 
available  for  education,  is  an  important  first  step,  but  is 
not  the  only  opportunity  there  will  be  to  debate  educational 
objectives  and  programs. 

Finally,  the  Unified  Facilities  Plan  should  not  be  confused 
with  a  student  assignment  plan.   Assignments  will  need  to  be 
made  each  year  to  schools  designated  as  remaining  in  use. 
The  Unified  Facilities  Plan  will  not  "freeze"  enrollments, 
but  should  help  to  assure  parents  and  students  about  the 
future  of  schools  to  which  they  are  assigned. 

D.   BASE  SCHOOLS  AND  SUPPORT  SCHOOLS 

Boston's  schools  and  programs  are  currently  divided  into  two 
categories:   Magnet  Schools  and  Programs;  and  Community  District 
Schools.   The  Unified  Facilities  Plan  will  assume  that  Magnet 
Schools  and  Programs  will  continue  to  exist,  and  will  accommodate 
approximately  the  same  proportion  of  students  in  the  future  as 
they  do,  allowing  for  changes  in  their  capacity  that  will  result 
from  construction  and  renovation  plans  presently  in  the  works. 

A  new  concept  will  be  introduced  in  preparing  the  Unified  Facilities 
Plan.   Within  each  district,  schools  will  be  divided  into  two 
categories,  Base  Schools  and  Support  Schools.   By  making  this  dis- 
tinction, two  type£  of  planning  will  be  enabled:   firm  long  range 
planning  for  the  "certain"  parts  of  the  system  (Base  Schools)  and 
shorter  term  planning  for  the  parts  of  the  system  about  which  there 
is  more  uncertainty  (Support  Schools). 

.  The  Base  Schools  in  each  district  will  contain  enough  capacity 
to  house  all  the  students  e.xpected  to  be  enrolled  in  regular 
and  special  programs  in  the  district  during  the  1986-7  school 
year,  plus  a  small  amount  of  "slack"  to  allow  for  year-to-year 
flexibility  in  special  programs.   Base  Schools  will  receive 
priority  in  budgeting  for  long  term  alterations,  renovation 
and  replacement.   They  will  become  the  stable  parts  of  the 
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educational  system  and  their  status  will  not  need  to  be 
reviewed  for  at  least  five  years. 

Designating  a  facility  as  a  Support  School  is  not  another 
way  of  saying  it  will  automatically  be  closed.   Many  of  these 
schools  will  be  needed  for  at  least  several  years,  because 
today's  enrollments  are  significantly  above  those  for  the 
base  period  (1986-7).   Also,  recruitment  efforts  may  mean 
that  a  larger  proportion  of  students  enroll  in  the  public 
system  thereby  increasing  future  enrollments  above  current 
forecasts.   Some  Support  Schools  will  be  retained  if  special 
programs  are  found  to  occupy  all  or  part  of  the  space  avail- 
able, or  they  may  be  retained  because  in  making  district 
assignments  they  are  found  to  be  critical  for  maintaining  a 
pattern  of  desegregation.   In  short,  there  are  many  possible 
futures  other  than  closing  for  Support  Schools  and  a  large 
part  of  the  planning  process  will  be  devoted  to  finding  the 
right  future  for  each  of  these  schools. 

The  Unified  Facilities  Plan  will  specify  the  usage  of  Support 
Schools  at  least  through  1982.   The  U.S.  District  Court  has 
ruled  that  by  Julv  1,  1980,  .  at  least  50%  of  the 

surplus  capacity  of  elementary  schools  must  be  eliminated 
through  closings  or  alternate  usage.   Thereafter,  Support 
Schools  will  be  reviewed  each  year  in  the  interest  of  early 
identification  of  any  possible  change  in  their  status.   In 
general,  they  will  have  a  lower  priority  for  expensive  renova- 
tions, unless  these  are  clearly  related  to  new  uses  to  be 
made  of  them  for  the  long  term  future. 

About  three-quarters  of  the  schools  in  each  District  will  be- 
come Base  Schools.   The  advantage  of  distinguishing  between 
Base  and  Support  Schools  is  that  it  allows  plans  to  proceed 
for  improving  educational  quality  and  physical  facilities, 
without  each  year  having  to  reconsider  the  future  of  every 
school  in  each  District.   It  will  also  allow  school,  city  and 
public  officials  to  actively  search  for  new  uses  for  Support 
Schools  so  that,  if  the  decision  is  eventually  made  to  close 
a  school,  the  community  will  know  in  advance  and  be  involved 
in  the  choices  about  new  uses  for  the  building  or  the  site. 

FUTURE  ENROLLMENTS 

It  is  difficult  to  make  accurate  forecasts  of  the  number  of 
children  that  will  be  attending  Boston's  Public  Schools  in 
the  future.   The  number  of  students  in  any  future  year  will 
reflect:  the  overall  population  of  the  city;  the  proportion 
of  the  population  that  are  of  school  age  at  that  time;  and 
the  proportion  that  elect  to  attend  public  as  opposed  to 
parochial  or  private  schools.   The  changing  age-profile  of 
the  population,  the  amount  of  immigration  into  and  out  of  the 
city,  the  number  of  children  which  households  decide  to  have, 
and  the  age  at  which  mothers  have  children  are  all  changing 
factors  which  will  affect  enrollment  levels. 
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Predictions  for  the  next  four  or  five  years   can  be  more 
definite  than  for  the  next  ten  years  since  most  of  the 
children  who  will  be  enrolled  in  Boston  Schools  five  years 
hence  are  now  living  in  the  city.   And  while  it  is  possible, 
although  difficult,  to  make  reasonably  accurate  predictions 
of  the  city-wide  enrollment,  it  is  considerably  harder  to  pin 
down  how  many  pupils  will  be  living  in  each  of  the  school 
districts  in  the  future,  what  their  ages  will  be  and  what  pro- 
portions will  be  from  different  racial  and  ethnic  groups.   To 
arrive  at  district  enrollment  figures,  the  movements  of  house- 
holds within  the  city  and  the  differences  in  household  size 
and  type  must  be  taken  into  account. 

With  all  these  difficulties,  why  even  try  to  make  plans  based 
on  long  range  predictions?   Some  say  it  would  be  better  to 
simply  review  enrollments  each  year  and  make  decisions  accord- 
ingly --  which  is  the  way  planning  has  happened  up  to  now.   There 
are  serious  problems  with  such  a  policy.   New  buildings  and 
even  renovations  last  many  years.   It  would  make  little  sense 
to  commission  such  costly  projects  without  any  idea  how  long 
a  school  will  be  needed.   Moreover,  many  parents  are  today 
deciding  not  to  enroll  their  children  in  public  schools  be- 
cause they  are  unsure  about  the  continuity  of  schools  in  their 
district.   A  more  prudent  policy  is  one  which  concentrates 
investments  in  school  buildings  which,  according  to  the  most 
reliable  long-range  enrollment  forecasts,  will  continue  to  be 
needed  as  far  into  the  future  as  anyone  can  reasonably  see. 

In  1977,  Harbridge  House,  .Management  Consultants,  provided  the 
Boston  School  Department  with  a  forecast  of  what  enrollments 
are  likely  to  be  in  the  future.   The  overall  picture  they 
painted  is  as  follows: 

HARBRIDGE  HOUSE  PROJECTIONS  -  CITY  WIDE  ENROLLMENT 


1977-8 


1981-2 


1986-7 


Elementary 


36,571 


28,472 


27,654 


Middle 

Secondary 
Total 


17,975 

20,790 
75,336 


13,216 

18,826 
60,513 


10,304 

14,404 
52,362 


%  Decline  over 
1977-8 


19 . 7% 


30 . 5% 
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Xn  the  .est  .ene.al  te..s   t.ey  predict  that  enrol  1-nts^are^^^^ 

likely  to  decline  into  ^f  ^f  ^^J^^e.   After  1990  there  is 
off  in  the  letter  part  of  the  decaa  constant  or 

some  Possiblity  that  enrollments  w      ^.i^^ergarten  enroll- 
actually  rise  slightly   ^^"ce  pre  ^^  current  (1978-9) 

ments  in  1986-7  will  ^e  approximately   q      ^^  ^^^^  concrete 
levels.   But  that  is  too  far  ^"to  tne  needed 

pllfs  for  expanding  the  -^-^.//^J^^^^fs!  Harbridge  House's 
during  the  1980' s.   For  P^^^ning  p   P     ^^^^^^^e  lowest 
fefe-Jof  efrf/lment^ror  ronsiSering  how  much  school  space  will 
be  needed. 

.e^u.X  o„ron..ents  over  t.e  past  two  years^.ave  -en^-P-?^, 
to  the  Harbridge  House  P^^^^ction  x  ^^^^^  are  approx- 

ra?eir?"er.r,ef  Side"tS  ^en^ollef  t^.ls  ye.r   in  Boston  So.ooXs 

than  were   projected: 

Percent 
Difference 
(A)    Harbridge         (B)    AcUmi        ^.^^^^^^^^  XAlziM   xiOO 


^t^j    ..c.^^---^           -rnrollment        Ditterenc«           .ii^-^ 
Projections  l^'Z.aT^.l  fA)-(B)      _        A 


7.6% 


Elementary     34V84         32  150        .  ^^^         ^^^^ 

20  84         18.860       1^         i^ 
Secondary      20^14         ^^  7.6%   , 

Total  ■'2.828         6^.248  ^^^^^   ^^^  ^^ 

There  are  many  possible  «^^°°|  *,°^i,If  ?he'Ha%?lS4  fore- 
the  trends  continue,  it  is  iiJ^®-^>      .^    By  using  these 
casts  for  1986-7  .vill  be  fJ^J^i^l^B^  J  Schools   in  the 
nroieotions  as  the  basis  for  desi„ua   =     converting 
Unified  Facilities  Plan,  any  t><==^^^°"^-fbe  regretted  in  the 
support  schools  to  °^f-'fllJ;''l'i]t^uy    in  thS  logo's  there 
l^l.   .^Lrrn^irrysfeJtf  aJioSoaaL  the  additional 

Students.  . 

.     j-u^„-f-  were  used  in  xne 
Because  of  the  S^^y  uncertain  factors^^^^,^  Department  has 
1977  Harbridge  House  forecasts   lu  estimates  of 

asked  the  same  firm  to  prepare  more  prec.  ^^.^^  ^^  .mailable 
future  enrollments.   ^^^sef inures        different  —  quite 
in  Summer  1979.  will  P^°^^5^^,,^^aveio  work  with  now.   Cer- 
pSssibly  lower  -  than  -^at;v,^f  School  districts,  the  fig- 
tainly  at  the  level  of  ^^diviauai        However,  such 
^res  will  enable  more  prec.se  Plann-.^^  ^^^  ^^^  not  reason 

^rdflay^the^inltLrsrep;  In  the  process  of  district  and 

local  planning. 
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Enrollment  Projections  1977  -  19B6 
0  000   (source,  Harbridge  House  June  1977) 


■"•4i- 


O 


o. 


0,000 


'O. 


'® 


O 


iO,000 


50,000 


'<». 


'«® 


•^o® 


«« 


d^ 


^®d 


Base  Level  Capacity 


^^^     All  Students 


iCOOO 


30,000 


20,000 


10,000 


W- 


76-     77-     78-     79-     80-     81- 
77       78       79       80       81       82 

Current  Enrollment  Levels 


Elementary 


Secondary 

Middle 
Kindergarten 


86/87 


F   COMPUTING_DlSTMC^_SPACEji^  ^^  provide  the 

i^H^^^Hdil^Hous^^  of  programs  and 

starting  point  for  P^J^^^^"   Ho^vever,  it  was  necessary  to 
'^^''f  these^iguref  fn  thr^e  ways  to  arrive  at  the  basis 
^rfstiratin^g^listrict  space  needs:  ^^ 

.        Harbridge  House  projections  showed  a  steep ^  ^^^.^^ 

enrollments  in  Magnet  ^chools^Dis  .^  partic- 

experience  to  date  ^^■°;^^^^^°LroS?  level  where  they 
ularly  so  at  the  Secondary  School  students 

forecLt  1986-7  enrollments  of  about^^,  ^^  ^^^^^^ 
compared  to  the  current  ^nrollmen  ^^^^^^^  ^^^^e  ^ 
9,750  students.   (Note   The  Magne  projec- 

n4w  concept  ^^^^^^f^^^l^^f  to  guide  their  forecasts)  . 
tions  —  they  had  no  ^^^^^^ J°  "  tive  as  they  are 
If  Magnet  Schools  remain  as  attractxve^^  ^^^^^_   ^^^^_ 

today,  such  a  dramatic  decrease  w         dieted  for 

ever,  with  the  l^^g^^^^^^l'^si?  would  be  prudent  to 
Secondary  School  enrollments   lu       schools  than 

plan  for  fewer  stuaents  ^^^^l^'^H   ^^%   assumed  that    . 
are  currently  enrolled^  Thus,  we    ^^^^^  .^  ^^^^_^ 
District  IX  Secondary  schools  VI     ^^^oHments  as 
the  same  proportion  of  the  city  wi^^^^  ^^  ^^^^^  ^^500 

^sfuLn?:  '^We^rave^aSlus^ed  predicted  enrollments  m      _ 
other  districts  --^^^^^'^'.^^^ .  ^^^  ,,  ,,e  number  of 
.        Harbridge  House  made  ^°  P^^^f Jeq^i^ing  special  spaces 
students  enrolled  m  P^S'-^'^^^^gtantially  separate,  etc.). 
or  classrooms  (b^l^^g^^Ji^^^t  proportion  of  the  spaces 
These  represent  a  ^^g^^^^^^^^^P^  information  on  future 

such  programs  in  each  district.        ^  District 
.   The  proposal  ^as  been  filed  wi^h  t  e^^^^^^  ^^^^l^f. 
■       Court  that  a  certain  amount  oi      ^      ^j  each  dis- 
space  should  be  retained  in  the  scho    ^^^^,^,,i,y  in 
t?ict  in  order  to  Provide  year  to  y^.^  ^  .^ 

reprogramming  "t^e  use  of  spaces.  ^^^^^  provides  the 
reality,  not  surplus  at  all  d     ^^^^^^^  to  convert 
flexibility  necessary  to  allo^         students  to  sub- 
a  regular  classroom  J^r  ^b  e      ^  students,  for 
stantially  separate  olassroom       .^  ^^^^^  ^^^ 
example.   The  proposal  to  the     ^^  ^^^  difference 
"allowable  surplus  .^^^f ^^^^^ity  and  current  enroll- 
between  current  ^^^^^^f g^^^e  for  approximately  4.2% 
ments.   This  represents  space  to   [}^^^^^^      ^Ve  have 
niore  students  than  are  current  y     ^^  ^^^^  district 
added  the  same  percentage  oi 
in  1986-7. 
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in  sugary,    t^eplannin,  targets  for  the  Base^Schools  in^each^^ 
district   -represent   the  ^P^=^^^^^^°iJ°„^„ce   for   flexibility, 
to   be   e'"^°ll^'l,"^"*?-u4ted  lllghtly   as   a   result   of   more 
llllr'^l  rrojetioLlilarf-tlfil  available    in  the  su^er. 
I^all  cases     we  have  rounded  the  number  °*^f-J-°f,3  ^,,, 

required  upward  to  be  safe^  ..L  side     lit   in  mSsfinstances   ' 
ct>+    arp   likely   to  be   on   the   nign   siae,    dul    xu  m^^  o-F-Por^t 

^h^i?L^of^:srtfan^s°nf^lrenrarrslL^lTn^rchirs?^ 
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A. 


%■ 

j:^ 


"ImO's'RESPONSIBLEjmjmAT^  submitted  to 

^^i^^^^^^^^^^^""^^^^^^^^^^  Committee,  the  Boston 

the  Court  jointly  by  the  S°s^°^/J^°°state  Board  of  Education.  . 
^ublirracilities  Co-issxon  a  d  t.e  State^^  ^ 

These  three  bodies  have  assignju         closely  with  staff 
to  ?he  Bosto^School_^e||rtH|g  organizations 

of  the  ^thiFTW^ge^^^es   parents  ^^^^^  shows,  the 

and  other  interested  gxoups.  As  the  __^^  ^^  organized  through  a 
recommendation  oi  ^^^  ^hese  peop      ^^^  central  and  school 
series  of  advisory  committees 
district  level. 

+1.^-1-  final  decisions  on  the  UiP 
It  is  important  to  ^"^P^^^^^^.^^'-L  mSde  by  the  three  respon- 

is :  '  ' 

make  recommendations  to 

__-J_l^ : cfTfT-STTh^B^it^Olho^OiP^^     . 

makes  recommendations  to .-— -^ — ^Tl 

■  i ;^;;;^;Z^Z^^^^::^^^^^^^   in  plan,  submits  to 

TU.S.  District  Court]  ^ 

CentraJJP2^nniB^.Groups  advice  from  the  advisory   ^ 

^^Hi-^^^^^^^^^^^1^^^^^^^  in  order  to  ensure 

groups,  has  prepared  this  Pi^nnin.  ^^  consistent 

that  the  district  recommendations  are  oa      ^esoonsible  for 
'criteria.  .-h%-"riftrfcrrefomfen'/atloil  Into  the 
consolidating  the  ^^^^rict  lec        detailed  budgets  of 
Facilities  Plan  ^nd  for  preparin   t^  instructed  the  School 

capital  i-P--^,f,fruFP  by  November  1.  1979. 
Department  to  iiie  a.   ux         j 

^-i-Kif:.  for  the  collection, 
•   The  central  planning  staff  if ^^-^Hnformation  available  either 
organization,  and  dissemination  of  ^n        ^^  ^^.^^  ^3^  ^^e 
from  the  School  Department  or  from  ou        ^^^  divisions 
best  technical  advice  available  from  eac   ^^^.^^  organizations 
of  the  school  Department  as  well  as  J^^.^^^^  ^^^^^  review  the 
such  as  universities.  ^^^^\^^^'|t  Lch  step  along  the  way  and 
progress  in  preparing  the  plan  at 
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•  .     -r^c^tins:   in   hearings  A 

^ -.^,  "draft   UFP   and   particxpatxng    m  ; 

^      -Reviewing   the  a      ^^^.^g   S^p^e^ber. 
5^n  each  ai^^J--^'^ 

°lu  contain  two  '^flll%l  to  the  entire  school   sy        ^.^^^^^^ 

%T.  which  present   the  ^^-^".^axvidual   school. 

„,th  detailed  plans  ^^^   ^^^^^^^^^^  ^^^,,3^ 

The  city-.i.e  °-rview  -11   xnc  ^^^^^_^  Puhlio  Sch^ool      ^^^ 

.  •       ^aSTtfes^^f  £^|a-riir.ir^rheIrTonrte™  use. 

.       condition,    and  the  po  ^^^^^^^g  assumptions  and 

.       The  PXannin|^P-»rcf  feiisfonf -arS  made  a«eot.n.  the 
futrrrusrof  these   ^-^^--^    ^^,,  ,  .en  year  out- 
.       .  capital   -P/roTofs:ifdafe^-d"%ionali.e  t-^^^^^^^ 

rendifu?f  of  capital   and  maintenance  ^ 

?ions  and  -P"^";^^^^   ^,,  ..cal  plans  wiH  consist  of 
Each  of  the  component  d.strx  educational 

+  hp   following:  H-^TPt      communxty,    educau^ 

:       Assumptions  a.out^the  dis«.ct.    ^^^  ^^^^,,,,,3,   pro- 

feftiriitr the  future .  ^^^^  ,,3„,,. , 

.       The  designation  °J   ^'^^..f/^of   threducational  program 

'       Ifhooirr/termf  of  the  .inds  of  poss.h.l.t. 

p-ipra^s^TL^rhoo.  ciosin.  -^^^z::::^.  "Z^ 

"""^'*-         -orities  and  estimates  for  each  school 
The  improvement  P"-;*;;/^^  3,,„s,  if  any. 

proposals  for  "^<'^-*^^'       the  proposals, 
uncertainties  ™hich  may  affec 
implementation  strategies. 
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EST 


THE  DISTRICT  PLANNING  PROCESS 

A.  WHO  SHOULD  BE  INVOLVED? 

1.   District  Planning  Groups 

Each  District  Superintendent  should  form  a  District  Planning 
Group,  consisting  of: 

•  District  Superintendent  as  chairperson; 

•  Representatives  chosen  by  - 

BASAS 

Boston  Teachers  Union 

Community  District  Advisory  Council  C2  members) 

Home  and  School  Association 

•  Representatives  of  administrative  and  teaching  staff 
of  the  districts; 

•  Representatives  of  community  organizations 

The  size  and  additional  composition  of  the  committee  is  up 
to  the  District  Superintendent.   In  general,  it  should  be 
large  enough  to  give  broad  recognition  to  the  interests  of 
each  of  the  groups,  but  still  be  manageable  in  size  as  a 
working  committee.   Committee  membership  should  reflect 
district  racial  and  ethnic  make-up. 

The  Office  of  Planning  and  Engineering  will  assign  one  per- 
son to  serve  as  a  staff  resource  for  each  district  committee. 

NOTE:   In  districts  and  schools  where  such  committees  were 
formed  several  months  ago  to  review  the  UPP  recom- 
mendations, there  is  merit  in  re-convening  the  same 
.  ■        committee,  if  possible.   This  will  allow  the  know- 
ledge already  gained  to  be  put  to  use  in  the  more 
precise  planning  now  required. 

B.  DISTRICT  PLANNING  ACTIVITIES 

The  planning  process  involving  district  and  local  committees 
is  designed  to  occur  within  an  8-week  period  before  the  end  of 
the  1978-9  school  year.   Each  district  committee  must  report 
its  results  to  the  central  Planning  Group  prior  to  July  1,  1979. 

The  attached  chart  lays  out  the  schedule  of  activities  that 
will  be  necessary  in  each  district  in  order  to  produce  district 
recommendations  within  the  8-week  period.   The  schedule  requires 
that  the  district  committee  meet  eight  times  —  once  each 
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THE  DISTRICT  PLANNING  PROCESS 


8 


DISTRICT  COMMITTEE  ACTIVITIES 


n 


5Xstrict'committee  formed 
Se^bers  read  planning  manual ^ 

lll^WGn   -  msousslon  of  plan- 
ning targets,  criteria  and  poss- 
ible  choices 


LOCAL  COMMITTEE  ACTIVITIE.^ 

Local  committees  formed 
Liaison  to  district  committee 
\   nominated 

Members  read  planning  manual 
Scheduling  of  dates  for  meetxn 


-  "■ 


[5 


TiFFTING  P2   -   Discussion  about  and 
"^decisions  on  alternative  Base- 
Support  School  patterns 
Staff  documents  alternatives 


MEETING  #3  -  Presentation  of  alter 
natives  to  local  Liaisons 


MEETING  n 

alternatives 


^1  -Liaisons  present 


MEETING  #4  -  Liaisons  report  re 
suits  of  local  meetings  -  dis- 
cussion of  pro's  and  con's  of 
each  alternative 


Each  committee 
S^clderupon  preferred  alterno 
tile  discusses  implications  c 
alternatives  for  their  schoo- 


I 


MEETING  #5  -  Decision  on  preferred 

alternative 
Staff  writes  report  on  strategy 
anSproposed  status  ^of  each^chool_ 


-^ 


MEETING  ^6   -   Discussion  of  how 
broader  options  would  affect  ais 

trict  strategy         ^.,^„c: 
Staff  writes  report  on  options 


MEETING  #2  -  Discussion  of  p- 
posed  strategy  and  improve- 
ments needed  to  accomplish. 
Base  Schools  -  physical  im- 
provements necessary.  Suppo 
Schools  -  change  required 
and  impacts. 


^ 


MEETING  ^7   -  Consideration  of 

local  committee  recommendations 
for  improvements,  priorities 

among  them 
Staff  drafts  district  proposals 


s: 


MEETING  #8  -  Committee  decides 
upon  district  proposals 
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week  —  and  that  local  committees  will  need  to  meet  twice  — 
-J.      in  weeks  3  and  6.   We  strongly  suggest  that  all  meetings  be 
scheduled  at  the  outset.   The  dates  can  be  inserted  on  the 
process  chart.   The  following  subjects  of  discussion  and 
results  are  expected  for. each  of  the  meetings: 

District  Committee 

Meeting  #1.   Subject:   Planning  criteria',  district  targets, 
choices.   Materials  in  the  planning  manual  which  pertain 
to  the  district  should  be  discussed.   Any  further  informa- 
tion needed  should  be  identified  and  requested  from  the 
central  planning  groups. 

Outcome:   Understanding  of  the  problem  and  possible 
choices  the  district  faces. 

Meeting  #2.   Subject:   Alternative  patterns  of  Base  and  Support 
Schools  for  district.   The  group  should  generate  and  decide 
upon  several  possible  alternatives  for  which  schools  might 
become  Base  Schools  and  what  functions  Support  Schools  might 
serve. 

•  Outcome:   Two  or  three  alternative  patterns  of 
Base/Support  School  arrangement  to  be  considered  by  local 
committees. 

'i  Meeting  ^3.      Subject:   Presentation  of  alternatives  to  local 

committee  liaisons.  This  meeting  should  occur  early  in  the 
week  during  which  the  first  local  meetings  will  be  held. 
Considerations  which  led  to  the  alternatives  should  be  dis- 
cussed with  local  liaisons, so.  that  they  have  an  understand- 
ing of  the  issues  involved. 

Outcome:   Local  liaisons  have  knowledge  to  initiate 
meetings  with  their  groups. 

Meeting  r-   4.  Subject:   Local  meeting  reports.   Local  liaisons 

should  report  the  results  of  discussions  with  their  groups, 
their  preferred  alternatives  and  the  implications  for  their 
schools  of  adopting  one  or  more  alternative. 

Outcome:   Listing  of  local  preferences  among  alterna- 
tives, understanding  of  considerations  in  making  choice. 

Meeting  ^5.      Subject:   Discussion  on  preferred  pattern  of  Base/ 
Support  Schools.   The  committee  should  debate  and  come  to 
a  final  decision  on  the  preferred  pattern.   For  Base  Schools, 
it  should  decide  upon  preliminary  distribution  of  programs 
among  schools.   For  Support  Schools,  it  should  decide  upon 
likely  category  of  short  and  longer  term  use. 

Outcome:   District  Base/Support  School  strategy. 

Meeting  #6.   Subject:   Discussion  of  Broader  Options.   The  com- 
mittee should  discuss  whether  the  district  plan  would  be 
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improved  by  three  types  of  policy  shifts: 

•  Consolidation  of  one  or  more  elementary  and  middle 
schools  into  K-8  schools. 

•  Shifts  in  district  boundaries  to  better  use  facilities 
near  district  lines. 

•  Shifts  of  facilities  from  one  district  to  another. 

Outcome :   Report  to  central  committee  on  desir- 
ability of  these  options  from  district  perspective. 

Meeting  nl .      Subject :   Improvements  and  Implementation  issues. 
The  committee  should  consider  local  comjnittee  proposals  for 
renovations,  alterations  and  construction  for  Base  School  in. 
view  of  the  likely  resources  available.   For  Support  Schools, 
it  should  discuss  local  committee  recommendations  or  their 
preferred  future  and  investments  necessary  to  arrive  at 
this  future. 

Outcome:   Capital  improvements  priorities  and  rough 
budget . 

Meeting  #8.   Subject :   District  Recommendations.   The  committee 
should  discuss  the  final  recommendations  for  the  district 
facilities  plan  and  should  identify  issues  which  must  be 
considered  further  at  both  central  and  district  level. 

Outcome:   Adoption  of  district  proposals. 

Local  Committee 

Meeting  #1.   Subject :   Alternative  district  strategies.   The 

committee  should  discuss  the  several  alternative  strategies 
identified  by  the  district  committee  in  terms  of  their 
implications  for  the  local  school  and  its  constituency. 

Outcome :   Preferred  alternative. 

Meeting  n2 .      Subject :   Local  improvements  and  actions  needed. 
Based  on  the  district   committee's  recommended  status  and 
program  assignments  for  the  school,  the  committee  should 
discuss  the  physical  improvements  necessary  C.in  the  case 
of  Base  Schools)  or  the  implications  of  the  proposed 
status  (in  the  case  of  Support  Schools)  for  the  operation 
of  the  facility  over  the  life  of  the  plan. 

Outcome:   Recommendations  on  elements  that  must 
be  included  in  plan. 

The  purpose  of  Meeting  #6  requires  further  explanation.   The 
planning  assumptions  which  follow  provide  a  clear  set  of  limits 
for  planning,  in  the  interest  of  forcing  closure  on  district 
recommendations.   At  the  same  time,  it  is  recognized  that 
changes  in  grade  structure,  district  lines  and  district  school 
inventories  are  worth  considering,  but  cannot  be  decided  with- 
out further  debate  at  the  central  level.  District  committees 
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are  being  asked  to  adopt  a  plan  based  on  the  assumption ^that^ 

^^^l^lk^t^   cr^e  mil   lifo-alcount  in  the  poiic. 

debate. 

This  process  and  schedule   ^-iflf^lt^l^.l^r^'^^Trl  maf  be'* 

^^iftrn^lJ'  frrrdlsirl^rr^^o^irdafirnHithin  the  ei.ht- 
week  period. 
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PLAt«mi£--ASSra£II°p,    ,„  -,7  1979  spells  out  a  number  of 

^  capacity  to  impXement  ^^J^^^f  ^^^^^nd  court  order. 
Committee,  state  1^^^'  ^^^^^f  fo?  equaX  and  quaXity 
They  must  provide  capabiXity  tor  equa 

^^''''^'''°'''         ■   -V,  remain-  1-5  as  elementary, 
,   The  grade  structure  AvxXXremaxn^l   ^^^^^^^_   ^^^^^^ 

6-8  as  middle  and  ^Tf^J^^f^S  comment  upon  the 

lTo°llAZ.lll' sZ.rrJ.lll'l^^^   t.e  current  ,raae 

Structure  remains.)  "bilingual  and 

»  ■  Classes  for  kindergarten   special   ^^  programs  v/hich 

advanced  ^vork  programs  _  ^f  .  |^|i|iiVl[^^iri:bI¥-f  acil- 

should  be  sited  J^^°^^^?!^:^°af  and  ease  of  travel.   In 
•  ities.  desegregation  potential  a    ^^^^  ^^  ^^^^  ^^ 

.  no  case  is  the  bilingual  progra        ^^^   bilingual 
40%  of  the  total  number  ^Ifl^HH^l   to  take  up  more 
plus  substantially  separate  P^^^rams  to 
?han  50.  of  the  total  number^of^  c^^^^^^^^^^ 

o   The  Magnet  School  District  (Distri       ^^^^ent  policies 
to  operate  a^^^^^J;-^^i^^ferSce  prevailing. 
on  district  admission  P^^^^"   /^^  ^,^  ^,3,3  ,,,  the 

o   Geocodes  will  ^°^^^^^^,^^^^^  a  Reassignment  of  geocodes 
assignment  process,  althougn  a 

,       External  district  boundaries  and  |f  ^Jf 3rrrc!"comm?ttee 
^    districts  wiXX  remain  constant^     facilities  currently 
shouXd  seek  to  oPt^"^^^%"'%Dlst?ict  committees  are 
assigned  to  its  ^Ixstrict^   ^^^ent  upon  the  desirabiXity 
also  asked  to  consider  ^"^^''^  ^.^aries  or  schools  to 
°L:i*'a!stfii""^.orrveJ^%r"rtco.n,enOatlons  should 

fssuLthlr current  boundaries  re.a.n.) 
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Base  level  space  demands  reflect  projected  1986-87 
enrollment  levels  plus  an  allowable  surplus. 

Plan  for  alternate  use  or  closing  of  schools  must  con- 
sider previous  closings  in  the  district  and  the  pro- 
portionate transportation  burden  resulting.   The  burden 
of  proof  is  on  the  district  for  the  rationale  to  keep 
schools  open  with  very  low  enrollments. 

Renovation  or  new  construction  to  replace  inadequate 
facilities  in  lieu  of  alternate  use  is  a  solution  of 
last  resort.   Again  the  burden  of  proof  is  on  the 
district.   Such  projects  should  have  a  positive  effect 
on  desegregation.  "  .. 

Each  district  is  encouraged  to  adopt  its  own  policy  on 
the  optimal  mix  betv/een  small  and  large  schools  that 
are  to  be  included  as  Base  and  Support  facilities. 
There  is  no  system-wide  policy  on  this  matter. 

Each  district  must  recomraend'  the  facilities  at  the 
elementary  ] evel  which  are  to  be  terminatpd  by  July  1,  19S0 
in  order  to  reduce  the  current  (non-allowable)  surplus 
of  space  by  50%.  • 


'■      itl'llZZfH%.ts   .or  t.e  capacity  o.  Base  Sc.ooas  In  eac.' 

?e?el  which  are  related  to  the  estimated  enrollments  during 
ihrisse-fschooryear.   The  figures  also  designate  an  "allow- 
Ibfesurplul"  that  can  be  distributed  on  a  district-wide  basis, 
bui\hich'should  generally  be  allocated  to  schools  in  proper- 
tion  to  their  size.   At  the  elementary  level ,  the  numoer  oi 
.   ci?ren?ly  sirplus  classrooms  which  must  be  eliminated  by  July  1. 


1980   is  also  noted 


J  «„v,^^-;+TT  tn   n-rniected  enrollments,  the 
In  relating  required  capacity  to  P^°Jf ^^^^^.^  employed: 
following  Court-accepted  room  capacities  were   empioyeu. 
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,        R»^nlar  Program  elementary  classrooms 
'•      B^mlddre/hlgh  school   classrooms 

'■      lii^s?r„tia?fs:^rratl^^^eciaX  Needs  (3S, 

Advanced  Work  (AW) 

Vocational  Education  (VE) 

Regular  Kindergarten  K) 

Extended  Day  Program  (EDP) 

Gymnasium,  Auditorium 
Therapy  Classes 
Remedial  Reading 
,  capacities  vary  depending  upon  physical  facilities 
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COURT  ORDERED  REDUCTION  -  1980  -  81: 
NUMBER  OF  CU^SSRDOMS  PER  DISTRICT,  EU:^.IE^7^ARY  LEVEL 
■ '  (5(^0  X  (ASSIQC,IENT  CAPACITY  -  REQUIRED  ROOMS) 


District 


IDTAL 


Roans 


164 


238 


226 


206 


390 


271 


213 


109 


227 


2044 


Demand 


136 


198 


176 


156 


318 


193 


154 


90 


219 


1640 


Current  Surplus  I  Court  Ordered  Reduction 

Ac;  ner  April  12.1979 


28 


40 


50 


50 


72 


78 


59 


19 
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404 
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f  t^/  10^ 
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i^ 
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20 


1^ 


25 
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25 
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2-^ 


39 


4^ 


29 


II 


/O  (s^ 
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201* 


♦Column  Total 


April  17,  1979 
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ttern  of  Base  Schools  in  any  district, 


level  in  question. 

ror  secondary  schools.  In  -st  Instances  there  »lll^be^surplus 


to  improve  the  quality  of  education 

Appendix  A  sets  ^^  the  capacities  ol  all  tacUltles^currently 

available  in  each  district.  Ihe  current  g^ould  not  be 
iTATrll  f.Ld^^^HS.;erer!"aTrorakoL^tr:  y  school  should 
SorexceSd  the  Court-approved  maximum  capacity. 

C    RF.SOURCE  TARGETS 

rinal  bud.et  requirements  for  alterations   repai^^ 

and  construction  ^^^ll^^^^^^^^J^if-JHor  continued  use,  and 

the  pattern  of  facilities  ^^^^^^J^®^  'gtate  Aid  and  the  support- 

upon  a  more  detailed  i^^'^^:^^S^^^°^  °J^ts  have  been  made  by  either 

able  level  of  new  bonds.   ^°^°^J"^^^'i?al  Improvements  - 

the  City  or  State  to  fund  specific  ^^P^^ai  i  p         3^1  and 

district  committees  must  argue  ^^^^^^^^^^^^  farea.   However,  as 

must  adopt  a  clear  set  of  priorities  for  ^heir  are 

a  rough  guide  for  planning  purposes,  the  following 

limits  should  be  considered: 

•   LoMzTermJmorovements    Th^^ 

Facilities  Plan  estimated  the  ^°f ^  °^  ^^^3  ^^  approx- 
term  alterations,  renovations  and  additions  at   pp_^^.^^^^ 

imately  $40  "^^11^°%^^^ ^^^^^^ ^bf  necessarv  to  accompli. 
that  extraordinary  funding  ^o^^^^^^^^^^^^^^nd  spread  evenly 
this.   If  such  an  amount  -^^^/^^^^f^fi^S  approximately 
across  all  the  districts,  ^^is  might  allow   PP 

ri^?;?2r%/s?ricrc^oL!?re:£L  r        I  -     the^pace^ 

-^hrn-sui^^flSlt-aP  a  ;p  se^esources 
should  only  be  used  for  Base  Schools.) 

.   Mediun^.and^hortjren^^  Allocated 

iiVii:ir  years  ,  ^ch^^T-Di^IFH^ent-budge^ 

approximately  ^^^O  '  ^f  ,P%  ^.f/g  Tnl    improvements.   If 
city-wide,  to  essential  repairs  ana  1  p         -^^ 

this  were  to  continue  m  ^^^.  J^'^IY^^^Iooq    for  shorter 
might  have  --i^^f^^^.'Jf^rJSfeh  could 'Se  allocated 
term  improvements,  parx  01    wuj.^ii 

to  Support  Schools. 
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Beyond  these,   l^^^-^.l^^l^lW^Tel^Ts  'AHU'llMll'^l'^o 

.  — -?i  f-^t  -:r/.r/s^Lre\rrr^^^^^^^^^^^ 

.       Kenovations,    -"eratlons  and  site   i.prove.ents^over 
^o/eThaf  ro"ol  r^rc^rfenf  estimated  replacement 
vnliip-  of   the  building.  . 

.     -Base  Schocs  should  .e   important  to  -i^-^-fJ--^^- 
:       Locations  for  Base  schools  Should  not  present   ser.ous 

.angers  .or  -"--^^^  ,m..ate  for  recrea- 

•        Open   spaces   on   the   site   snoux 
tion  programs. 

51SIGNATING_JUPP0RT^CH0^  Schools  become   available 

ro-^Hh^^li^^t-diiIiHi:^as  Base   Scho^  educational 

for   support   f^^^^^^^l^^.^telv   or   over   a  longer  period     may 
objectives.      Some,    i™^®^^^^®^^   ° %"      tions   other   than   educa- 
moit   appropriately  f.^^J^^^es   are   considering   the   future  of 
^sirportTcSoflS^^tfey'o^hr^r consider   the  following  possible 

purposes  they  could  serve:  ,  ^^^^^^^^^.^  ,,,   ,, 

1.      Intermediate  use.      The   school   co  ^^   greater 

in^^FtiSH^Tthi  student   enrollment  ^^  ^^^^^   the 

.       now  than    in   the  base   f  ^^^^^^^^^f ^^^be  re-classified, 
capacity   is   not   "^^^^^^^^^-.'^^^"iiteTmediate  use   implies 
■  f.:t'?f  !rir.ufte%:f  sSorfte^r^  usage  without  major 

renovations   or  -P^^^  ^^^^^^^^  ^,,,,   accommodate 

2.      Tpmnorarv  usage.      The   scnooi    uu  school   on   a 

iHtetF-^^dl^rily   enrolled   xn   a  Base^  alterations, 

temporary  basis   -   for  ^^^^^^^^^^^   5^33   Schools.      This 
repairs,    additions   are  ^l^Hl^^ll  I  Base   School  were 
category  would  be  ^""^^ ZfZl''l^]oT  renovations. 
to  be  closed   for   one  year   for  major^ 
3      Joint  use      This  category  could  be  applied  to  larger  schools 

rii^ftLralVrtion  of  space^f^^^ 

use,  such  as  a  local  ^f^"5_^if  ilbrar^,  elderly  center,  etc. 
S^de    SaUoi"oi!d'rSufe"h4  schoS^i  capacity  to  that 
^  of  tte  building  occupied  by  f^ool  programs 

^Ins-SrrSy^of  rstrP^blS  ^LSuL^^lssion. 
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rise 


6. 


■'      "    -  '  This   designation   is   to  be  used 

UB££ll^i2_l^^^^^^I^-^;.  Ihepossibility   of    a   future   ri  = 
irX'DiitFi^t^^Sj^^^^^^J  possiD  >  sufficient 

in  •enrolln.ent   levels   ^^f.^^^^^.^ifi^y        ?h;  designation 

to  warrant  ^s^°f,^?3^f,i"e'o'y    in^Plies   that    this   school 
of    facilities    m   this   ^^^^""^^^.^^g    if    the  base   fore- 
should  be   added   to   the   Base   Schools    x    ^^^^^^^^^,    .,_ 

cast   shifts  ^P^f  ^^'    ^°^^Je    f?om  Parochial    schools   or 
creases  might  be  ^^^^P^^.J^/^otential   of    large   scale 
from  Magnet    Schools      or   the   potent    ^^^^^^^,^^3   3hould 
development    in   ^^e   district_^  ^^^   ..Temporary' 

be  documented        Note        interm      ^^      ^^^^^.^   p^^ure  Use' 
Schools  may   also  be   ^^signatea  g^hool   site  which 

Schools.      Another   ^^^f  ^^'^if^^hically .    to   a   district, 

is   considered    i^P^^^^^^f  ^f^i^c^ent        In   this   case 
but  whose   facilities   neeareplaceme_^  ^^^^^^  ^^^   _    ^^^ 

^pofertfarre^cL^s^^u^tion'-   may  be   aPP^op.iate  ^ 

,       1  Tv,-ic:   fiP'?i2nation   shouia   ixd.^ 

Special_case_schools.    ^^^^f ^^^Jetention   even   with   small 

enrollments   for   highly  ^^^^^^^^    ^^^    .^^        ^^ 

5esegregation.^cbools        If    cert^^   critically  related   to 
i^^^thTBliT^i^tp^appear   to   ^^  ^^^^    ^^^^   3ho^ld 

maintaining   or    i^P^°^^^-4?III?egory   should   not   be  used 
be   designated   as   ^^f "    J^.^i^h  ha5e  a  racial   balance 
^ecau^s^e  Cr't^ ^efsfignLft^ S   students   to  Base   Schools 
in   the   next    few  years. 

u     -,         Thic.  nateeorv  is  to  be  used  for  schools 
'•     Re-use  schools^    This  category  ^  ^^^  District, 

^3j^-^i^:i5-iriurplus  111  f  ^f  .f  ^^gltion  to  advocate 
but  for  wiiich  the  District  fj^^^^^^^^  ,pon  local 
■particular  new  uses  of  ^he  facility,   u  ^  j^^^i^ 

•    ^annunity  denands  or  considerations.     The  new 

be  recommended  ^^  3^^^!  facilities 

^inrrtrfhe'cfty  o?  Tston  labile  Facilities  Connission. 

8.     RecosdelJ-^losinS-  ^j!  ^f  ^.f.^^iSrfct^^^Slhicr' 

^^hS^l^"^°^^^^^^^^^^^'^     ™dS      Eh^ls  in  this 
no  re-use  potentials  are  ^^^^^^^^ef  S  classrooms 
category  must  include  at  Ijst  ^h^  "mbj^  reduction 
which  the  Court  has  "^^ated  as  the  mini.  28  S:  29. 

through  1982;   as  sho^v^_on  t^e  tables^n^pa  ^^^^^^ 

For  further  clarification,   refer  to  UDur^  ^ 
i^  in  appendLx. 
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JOINT  USE  OF  SCHOOL  FACILITIES 

One  unresolved  issue  concerns  the  use  of  portions  of  school 
buildings  for  non-educational  activities.   While  the  legal  and 
organizational  issues  remain  to  be  determined,  district  com- 
mittees may  nevertheless  wish  to  consider  this  option  even  for 
Base  Schools,  particularly  in  the  case  of  large  potentially 
divisable  school  buildings.   Activities  which  could  share  school 
buildings  include: 

1.  Local  governmental  offices,  little  city  halls,  Com- 
munity Development  Corporations,  CDAC's,  Job  Training 
Programs,  etc.   Special  consideration  should  be  given 
to  types  of  activities  which  may  provide  assistance 
or  educational  opportunities  to  students  or  staff. 

2.  Community  Health  Centers,  Elderly  Centers,  Libraries 
and  other  social  service  agencies. 

3.  The  option  may  exist  to  demolish  an  old  and  inadequate 
portion  of  a  school  facility,  both  reducing  excess 
capacity  and  increasing  the  amount  of  recreational 
open  space  on  a  school  site. 

4.  Local  community  organizations  who  are  in  a  position  to 
rent  space  on  a  long  terra  basis. 

5.  In  some  special  cases,  commercial  businesses  or  housing. 
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■  A 


.ORMAT  FOR  mSTHLCTJf Cg^Dj;^^ 


be  used  by  the  central  stall    ^^ 

■n  «-;  T  i -t-i  p<^  Plan  during  o^j.-i-y 

Facilities  i^i  facilitate  the  task  of 

^    -en  insure  comparability  and  1°   l^^ ^^^^   district  struc- 
In  order  to  insure  ^  h        suggest  that  eaca  u      outline 

which  follows.   Sample 

r\f   this   section. 

.      niSTRICT  H^UCATIONALJIACILITIE^^  ^^^^^^   describes 

Section_l     ^IST^^-^^i^-g^i-j^^^^  a  ^^^^^^^J;    ,       accommodate 

■ ^^^^""""^rstrategy  which   is  ^eing   recommended   to      ^^^  ^^^^^  ^^,^,, 

the  overall   strai.e«,>  narrative   shouiu  "^^ 

*the   forecast   »™llf  ^^.^ Jf  plSnlng  principles  and  ^o™  ^t^^,. 

^'^^  fef  trtbe^urba?  geograpl'y  -^/Xe'^.S^ended^lan  with 
relates  to  tne  ui        ^=v,le  comparing  1^"®„'^®      l^j    SuDDort   Schools, 
It  should  include  J  *^°^^^;t  Form  1).      Base  and   Suppor  ^^ 

the  planning  t"f f  ^^cSended  lor  closing   xn  1980 
faeftllifd  If  ry^bofs^on  a  district  map. 

■  Stofafr  mffi".     .or  fe^prepa^^^^^^  should  he 

fdrtfiiraTR^e^orf  io?r3>. 

rirdfsSfci  roufd-rp^rafi  ^^^0-^0"™ .. 


H^^^^^^^^^^^^^'  "''"        ,,   The  general  sequence 
1   pVasingol_Capital_JniPl2X5^^      Should  be  laid 

"■•   lll%fe^^r^^^^^^^^^^^^^  schools  which 

^ut.  including  notes  on  the^alte   .^  ^^^  ^^^^^  ,,,, 

would  need  to  be  ^if   ^ du^^^^   renovations.   , 
a  school  must  be  cioseu 


Preliminary  notions  on  the 

.       .       ^^     ^-h-rnrtlire. 


dSil^I^SimrorShSniis-In   d-trict    g    ^   _^_^  ^ 
's^ruct^e'sh^SlS  ^e  Acted   in   the  distric^report.^Jh 

Iferstr^afegf woJ-fd  ^017^0^'^ chLged   11   grades  »ere 


2 

isl 

i- 

rc- 


structured  and  should  estimate  the  additional  costs, 
if  any  which  would  be  required  to  adapt  schools. 
•^    Tntf^rdistrict  Shifts.  In  exceptional  cases,  consideration 
'•   will  be  given  to .the  possibility  of  shifts  in  ^ixstrxct 
lines  and/or  in  schools  assigned  to  each  district^   If 
particular  problems  in  districts  could  be  resolved  |^ 
by  such  shifts,  they  should  be  discussed  here^  shafts 
shifts  are  discussed,  an  indication  of  how  the  shiits 
woild  effect  the  district  recommendations  should  be 
mentioned. 
4.   external  Yariab^^^  TK.t.  Mav  Have  Impact.   This  section 
•should  note  any  factors  that  are  unique  to  the  district, 
hu?  out  of  the  control  of  the  School  System,  which 
could  require  the  recommendations  to  be  reassessed  m 
?Se  futS?e   For  example,  population  changes  occurring 
in  the  district  and  potential  changes  in  the  status  of 
non-public  schools  should  be  noted. 
5   Unique  Tmnlementation  Issues.   Particular  issues     • 
^elat^d  tl   dealing  with  "^^^idual  schools  |hould  be 
identified  here,  to  draw  special  attention  to  them. 

Section  4   APPENDICES  ^  -, -.   -   . 

^^^^kiTppendices  should  include  the  following: 

1  A  list  of  who  has  been  invited  to  participate  in  the 
local  and  district  planning  process. 

2  '  A  list  of  who  has  been  involved  in  the  planning  exercise, 
^-   at  the  district  and  local  levels.  (Attendance  lists 

from  each  of  the  8  district  meetings,  and  the  2  local 
school  meetings  will  suffice.) 

3.  Statements  by  any  groups  of  individuals  involved  in,  or 
affected  by  the  planning  process.   These  may  oe 
references  to,  criticism  of,  or  support  for  the  final 
district  recommendations. 

4.  Any  other  pertinent  information. 
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APPENDIX  B 
Re£ortine  Forms 


.HO  District  Planning  Groups  in  report- 
^  ^T^   for  use  by  the  District  r       ^   planning 
These  forms  are  lor      ^^J^formation  to  the  central  p 
.^^  -ror.ommendations  ana  xn 


;taff 


ing  recoramei 


T* 


^l 


UNIFIED  FACILITIES  PLAN 


Reporting  Form  1 


COMPARISON  OF  RECOLD.IENDATIONS  TO  PLANNING  TARGETS 
Number  of  Classrooms 

BASE  SCHOOLS 

SUPPORT  SCHOOLS 

1980-1 

Planning   J 
Target 

REDUCTIONS 
Recommendea. 

•7ET. 

Planning   Recoramended 
Target 

Planning   Recommended 
Target 

:-M, 

:ddle 

:COND 

JTAL 
ST 

UiaFIEDj;ACILITIES^I^ 
Reporting  Porm  2 

r>TRTRICT   BASE    SCHOOLS  - 

Reconmiended_^£ace_A12^catio^ 


DISTRICT 
DATE 


Total  IIReg^I^irlrog^l^atic^lspes 


^  Prograiri 
EDP   1  Til  Total 


K^ 


•v 
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UNIFIED  FACILITIES  PLAN 
Reporting  Form  3 

DISTRICT  SUPPORT  SCHOOLS 
Use  Potentials  Checklist 


DISTRICT 
DATE 


ool 

Level 

Total 
Rooms 
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UNIFIED  FAHILITIES  PLAN 
Reporting  Form  4 
^^^j.rTpnAT.  .qPT^nOL  PROPOSALS 


School 


T''^^-^''  District. 

Level . 


1.  Recommended  Desig 


2.  Reasons  io^  Ppr.ommendation 


-— — ^7^^^;^r7^i;7;7suppo^  S.  Level  (E.M,S) 


TTNTFIED    FAr.TT.TTIES    PLAN 
Reporting   Form  4    (continued) 


ifa 


i^.2 


School 


Current 
Level 


District 


H  R..P  Year  Use  Pattern  (Numbers  oi  noou.s) 

Proposed  Base  xear  u^^     . 


ASSIGNED  USE 


CURRENT  ALLOCATION 


Regular  Clssrooms  (26/30) 
Mediiim  Classrooms  (15) 
Small  CT'^^srooms  (8) 


PROJECTED  BASE  . 
_YEAR_ALLOCATION_] 


Bi-Lingual 


Vocational    Education 
[Advanced  VJork 


S,,|.^^on^i^Mv   Seiparate 


Resource  Rooms 


Indergarten 
=:xtended  Dav  Program 
Title  J. 

Gym 


m^^^ 


UNIFIED  FACILITIES  PLAN 


Reporting  Form  4  (continued) 

INDIVIDUAL  SCHOOL  PROPOSALS  -     This  page  for  BASE  SCHOOLS  only. 

School  £eve!"^  District 


4.  Capital  Improvements  Required 


5.  Timing  and  Implementation  Issues 


6.  Long  Term  Potentials  for  Use  and  Future  Investments  Needed 


u^-rviVT)   FACILITIES  PLAN 


PoTio-rt-i  no-  Form   4    (continued) 

X^^^^^^CHOOL^^^       TMS   pa.e.  for   SUPPgH^JCHOOLL^iOX ■ 

■f.  "       ■■ Current 


e  u      .  Level_________District 

School 


"for  support  schools 


7.  M^c:t  Desirable  Future  Usage  or  Status 


.   ^^^^.^^^Potentlal  Closure  on_^omsunity^^^^-^  ^  '^^^^""^    Attending, 
Transportation  Burdens 


9. 


yf^^^..   T^.nuived   to  Achieve  Most  Desirable  future 


£;^\ 


or.   S^ec^,^^,S9I^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^ 


APPENDIX  C 


APPENDIX  C  .  i^^Qfi 

n3:BIllll^^^^^^^^^r^^l   Program  Requirements:  '  ■ 

Statement  Ox  hducaxxuua 

(Incorporated,  page  22)  , 

Eiannin£_Docu2e£ty    capacity  of  Each  School  Building: 
Statement  oi  the  Current^  ^8-9,  23-27) 
(Incorporated,  Appendix  A,  ppa  ^, 

n^IlBiI^S.^2^^^^^  ^^^   Projected  Enrollments  of 

fturers^rEfchTistrict:         ,_ently  available  Har.ridge  House 
(Incorporated,  pp4-9 ,  25,  ^b,  ^  . 
projections  used) 

Pl^BIllllS-^2£HliIll-l-^^^  Reduction  (or  increase)  in  Grade  Level 
sHti^^^i^r^f^hi-^f  ^.f^^5^^°5i^h)  in  Each  Distrxcx: 
capacities  (Elementary,  Middle.  Uig 

(Incorporated,  pp8,  9.  21  /y) 

Planning  Documenl_£_l  .  ^^^_rj.  Facility  Plans: 

cHti^Fin^^™^  Long  Term  ^^.^^  ^^^^^^^ 
(Incorporated,  pp2,  J,  ^u,  ^  , 

Planning  T^nr.ument  #  6 

Guidelines  for  School  Closings: 
(Incorporated,  section  4-E) 

(Incorporated,  pplO-12,  Ib-iy) 


UniTED  STATES  DISTRICT  COURT 
DISTRICT  OF  M?.SSACHUSETTS 


TALLUL.AH  MORGAN  ET.  AL. 
Plaintiff 

V. 

DAVID  FINKEGAN,  ET  AL. 
Defendant 


C.A.  No.  72-911-G 


Joint  Proposal  For  Development  Of  A 
Unified  Facilities  Plan 


At  a  hearing  before  this  Court  on  December  27,  1978,  the 
parties  were  ordered  to  submit,  by  January  17,  1979,  an  agreed 
statement  of  criteria  for  school  closings,  said  criteria  to 
form  the  basis  of  a  revised  Unified  Facilities  Plan  for  the 
City  of  Boston  public  schools.   Pursuant  to  that  Order,  the 
state  defendants,  the  mayoral  defendants  and  the  Superintendent 
and  School  Department  staff  acting  under  the  direction  of  the 
Boston  School  Committee,  hereby  submit  their  joint  proposal 
for  the  development  of  a  Unified  Facilities  Plan  for  the  years 
1979  through  1986,  one  element  of  which  is  an  agreed  statement 
of  guidelines  for  school  closings. 

The  development  of  a  Unified  Facilities  Plan  will  precede 
in  six  planning  stages,  as  follows: 


■  step  One 

In  step  one,  representatives  of  the  School  Department, 
mayoral  defendants  and  the  state  defendants  will  establish  a 
joint,  court-ordered  planning  group  (hereinafter  referred  to  as 
the  Joint  Planning  Group) .   This  Joint  Planning  Group  will  be 
responsible  for  the  development  of  seven  planning  documents  to 
be  used  by  district  planning  groups  and  a  central  office 
planning  group  as  the  bases  for  development  of  a  revised 
Unified  Facilities  Plan.   Those  seven  planning  documents  will 
include: 

1.  A  statement  of  educational  program  requirements 

which  have  implications  for  facility  utilization 
(Planning  Document  No.  1) ; 

2.  A  statement  of  the  current  capacity  of  each  school 

building,  based  upon  the  program  requirements 
identified  in  Planning  Docum.ent  No.  1  (Planning 
Document  No.  2) ; 

3.  A  statement  of  the  actual  and  projected 

enrollments  of  students  in  each  district 
(Planning  Document  No.  3) ; 

4.  A  statement  of  the  target  reduction  or  increase 

in  grade  level  capacities  (elementary  school, 
middle  school  and  high  school)  of  each  district 
(Planning  Document  No.  4) ; 

5.  A  statement  of  criteria  for  development  of 

district  long-range  plans,  with  consideration 
given  to  budget  constraints  (Planning  Document 
No.  5)  ; 

6.  A  statement  of  guidelines  for  school  closings 

(Planning  Document  No.  6);  and, 

7.  A  description  of  the  composition  of  district  and 

central  office  planning  groups  with  an 
explanation  of  the  manner  in  which  they  shall  be 
appointed  as  well  as  an  explanation  of  their 
respective  resoosibilities  (Planning  Document  No. 
7). 
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step  Two 

In  step  two,  the  Superintendent  of  Schools  will  create  a 
School  Department  Planning  Group  to  provide  ongoing  assistance 
to  planning  groups  subsequently  involved  in  the  process  of 
formulating  a  revised  Unified  Facilities  Plan,   The  Public 
Facilities  Department  and  the  Massachusetts  Department  of 
Education  will  provide  technical  assistance  to  the  School 
Department  Planning  Group. 

It  is  understood  that  the  planning  process  involves 
continual  exchanges  of  information  among  the  planners  and 
continual  review  by  the  School  Department  Planning  Group  of  the 
information  generated  in  the  step  one  planning  documents. 
Step  Three 

In  step  three,  a  broadly  representative  District  Planning 
Group,  as  more  fully  described  in  Planning  Document  No.  7,  will 
be  formed  in  each  district.   Using  the  information  provided  to 
them  through  Planning  Documents  Nos .  1  through  5,  the  District 
Planning  Groups  v;ill  be  responsible  for  developing  a 
district-wide,  long  range  plan  to  accomodate  students  and 
programs  in  each  respective  district.   This  plan  will  identify 
and  consider  factors  which  are  peculiar  to  the  district, 
including,  for  example,  the  ethnicity  of  neighborhoods,  the 
comparative  burden  of  transportation  and  past  school  closings 
on  black  and  white  students,  population  trends,  and  the  num.ber 
of  bilingual  and  special  need  students  present  and  projected. 
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step  Four 

In  step  four,  the  District  Planning  Groups  will  use  the 
district  long-range  plan  formulated  in  step  three  and  the 
information  contained  in  Planning  Document  No.  6  (guidelines 
for  school  closings)  to  develop  recommendations  for  closings, 
renovations,  replacement,  and  altered  utilization  of 
facilities.   These  recommendations  will  be  designed  to  achieve 
the  target  reduction  or  increase  for  grade  level  capacities  in 
the  district,  as  set  forth  in  Planning  DocaEL'^:.r:t  No.  4,  and  in 
accordance  v.'ith  the  guidelines  set  forth  in  Planning  Docum.ent 
No.  5. 

The  step  four  planning  process  will  include  a  m.ethod  of 
obtaining  parent  and  community  opinions  and  suggestions,  and 
V'  may  include  discussions  with  contiguous  district  and  District 
IX  planning  groups. 
Step  Five 

In  step  five,  the  district  plans  of  the  nine  district 
planning  groups  will  be  evaluated  by  the  School  Department 
Planning  Group.   The  School  Department  Planning  Group  will  then 
develop  a  draft  city-wide  Unified  Facility  Plan  consistent  with 
Planning  Documents  Nos .  1  through  6. 

In  developing  this  Plan,  the  School  Department  Planning 
Group  m.ay  recommend  additional  closings  if  district  plans  fail 
to  satisfy  the  target  reduction  or  increase  in  grade  level 
capacities  of  each  district. 
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in  step  six,    the  a.aft,    =     ^  ^^^,3,,   i£ 

•      ^^  hv  the  Joint  Planning  Group  an 
will  be  reviewed  by  .  ConuBittee, 

„       It  will   then  be   submitted   to  th. 
necessary.      It  vul  ,   .he  Public  Facilities 

the   state  Board  of  Education  and   the 


Comm 


ission  for  their  approval. 


Date: 


The  State  Defendants 


By 


their  Attorneys, 


^^^^^T?;  ftto^ney'General 
Assistant  ■^t^°l"'^l,^ 
one  Ashburton  Place 

Boston,  MA   02109 
,17)  727-1090 


The  Mayoral  Defendants 
By  their  Attorney, 


p^bert^r^B^uriTTchar^ 
Department  of  Education 

31  St.  >3a^^%^^^; 

Boston,  HA   02116 
(617)  727-571D 

The  School  Defendants 
By  their  Attorneys, 


Hi^hiiTB^tHh^TT'Esq. 
Assistant  Corporation 

Counsel 
City  Law  Department 
City  Hall-Room  615 
Boston,  M-^   02201 
(617)  725-4031 


MiTihiTTiionds 

V!   ,-,T  oc  p   Wood  lock 
Douglas  P;j;  ^  ^  hOAR 
GOODVJIN,  PROCir.i<  i^ 
28  State  Street    - 
Boston,  MA   02109 
(617)  523-5700 
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PROPOSED  buniiuui^r. 

•  '  .    This  schedule  is  an  adaptation  of  the  Citywide  Parent  Advisory 
Council's  timetable  for  completion  of  a  Unified  tacixix 
U.    app^-OiL£d^JIavemfeei-2iL^--LB^ . 
•■'■■"     '   Planning  Documents  1  through  7  define  the  conditions^^r^^^^ 

ments  and  caveats  to  be  ^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^  ?he  ove?-all  schedule  will 
Subiect  to  revision  as  planning  proceeds,  tne  over 
be  determined  by  the  Central  Planning  group. 

I.   Local  School  Activities  . 

A.   February  5  -  March  16,  1979  (5weeks) 

■   1    rollect  and  verify  data  such  as  facility  con- 

'•   d^ti^n!  reparis  nLded.  f^^-^  population  trends, 
academic  record  of  school,  number  of  real  excess 
seats?  relationship  of  educational  plan  to  the 
facility  and  of  school  to  the  community. 

2   Prioritize  repair  needs,  recommend  educational 
plans  and  needs  for  the  future. 

II.  District  Level  Activities 

A.  February  5  -  March  16.  1979  (5weel:s) 

Coordinate  and  support  local  school  activities 

B.  March  19  -  April  27.  1979  (Sweeks) 

1.   Consolidate  and  summarize  local  school  reports 
and  recommendations. 

•   2   Prioritize  district  repair  needs,  J^^^^-^^^^^ 
dis?rict  educational  plans  and  needs  for  the 

future. 
"c.   April  30  -  May  18,  1979  (3weeks) 

1.  District  hearings  on  district  priorities  and 
recommendations. 

2.  Revision  of  plans  as  necessary. 

III.  Central  Level  Activities 

A.   February  5  -  May  IS.  1979  (13  weeks) 

1.   Coordinate  and  support  district-level  activities 

•  • 

2   Collect  and  analyze  external  data  on  such  things 
as-   student  population  by  geocodo  -  1975  through 
197S,  population  trends  and  projections,  past 
school  closings  and  locations  of  schools  by  neighbor 
hood   planned  projects  affecting  housing  in  City 
fP.RA'  BIIA   etc.),  availability  of  alteration,  repair 


1.  Consolidation  and  summary  of  district  plans  and 
recommendations. 

2.  Integration  of  external  data. 

3.  Formulation  of  draft  Unified  Facilities  Plan  to 
include: 

a.  Recommendations  for  new  construction 

•  b.  Recommendations  for  major  renovations 

c.  Prioritizing  of  repair  needs  for  1979-80 

.  d.  Recommendations  for  school  closings 

e.  Educational  policies  for  facilities  usage 
including:   class  size,  building  size, 
environment  (traditional  vs.  open  space), 
program  placement,  flexible  geocodes 

f.  Process  for  annual  review  to  determine 
school  closings  and  alterations  and  repairs. 

C.  October  15  -  November  30,  1979  (7  weeks) 

1.  Public  Hearing  on  draft  Unified  Facilities  Plan 

2.  Revisions  as  necessary. 

D.  November  15  -  December  3,  1979  (2  weeks) 

Submission  of  Unified  Facilities  Plan  to  School 
Committee 

E.  January  15,  1980 

Submission  of  Unified  Facilities  Plan  to  Court 
IV.   School  Year  1979-80 

A.  October  15  -  November  30,  1979  (7  weeks) 

',  1.   Reconvene  committees  at  all  levels  to  review 

enrollment  figures  and  make  recommendations  for 
school  year  1980-81. 

2.  Conduct  district  hearings. 

3.  Draft  citywide  plan  for  1980-81,  including 
school  closings  where  warranted. 

4.  Citywide  hearing,  revisions  as  necessary. 

5.  Submission  of  plan  to  School  Committee. 

B.  January  15,  1980 

Submission  of  plan  for  school  year  1980-81  to  Court 


PLANNING  DOCUMENT  #1 


STATEMENT  OF  EDUCATIONAL  PROGPA.M  REQUIREMENTS 


PB0GRAM^E2I^iI^^i^^^^^ 


1. 


2. 


Elementary  Level 
Middle/High  Levels 


|i^tSntla!ir-P-ate  Special  .eeds 

vocational  Education 
Regular  Kindergarten 
Extended  Day  Program 


3. 


OtherProcram^ 


toD    q^udents 'r>er   room) 
Resc^^^ce   P.oor,    (20    s   ude  .^^^^^^ 

Title   l/r-S/^V^-^^--'^'^- 
Laboratories /Shops 

Gymnasium/Auaitorxum 

Library 

Theracy  Classes 
Remedial  Reacxng 


Capacity 

26  students 
30  students 


20  students 
8  students 
20  students 
25  students 
20  students 
50  students  {H  day 
25  students 


0 

0 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 


.  Ml  non-speciality  -o.s_a.e--P--^^,^._,-,,,,,. 

capacity  even  -.    ^  -       ^^^^^^^^,  „,  tr!t4^tf/i"3ce 

by  1^"  4Ule  I  rooms)  are  comoutea  as  .e- 
(e.g.  /  T3.t:xfci  i  ^  _    _ 


laci" 


SchoolBuiidii 


^  ^-p  +h<3  CurrentCaj 
A_Jta^ternen^_oi_t]ie_i,^^ 

•  .-   r^f  the  following  parts: 
This  document  consists  of  the 

.  overview  Statement  _ 

.-.   <^nace  Allocation  for  1978  /y . 
_  Programmatic  Space 

,  Space  Utilization  Form 

•  ,  District  summary  Sheet  Form  Elementary  School 

.,.  space  Allocation  Worksheet/  -  Clemen 
-  Programmatic  Space  ..^.^s^eet  -  Middle  Schools 

.-.   snace  Allocation  V.orksheex 
_  Programmatic  Space  a  Schools 

.-.  soace  Allocation  V.'orksheet  -  High 
-  Programjnatic  Space 


Th.  1978-79  current  capacxty  .^location"  tables. 

u^.1  .'ProcramJBatic  Space 
,,.aistrict  in  t.e  attached  Pro.     ^^^^^^^^^^^  ^^^  ^^^^^_^,^^^^  ^^^ 

Tuese  tables,  .vhich  display  the  ^  .,,,,<i,  ..Analysis  of  Space 

■  A    4r,  The  enclosure  entitle", 
described  and  e:.plained  m  t  Allocation  tables 

lc,78-79.   Programmatic  Space  fti 
progran,  .tili.aticn.  ^^^^^^^^^  ,^  ,,,  depart- 

iQ7Q_'^0  are  currt;iii--i-j 

■  for  school  year  19-9-  collected  using 

Anr>lvSlS     Ot     SCnutJ-i- 

,ent  Of  Im.plementation.  .^  ^  .^.^.SO 

.-.  sx^ace  Allocation  ^Vorksheets  will 
Programmatic  Space  ax 

X.-,   ^.,7  Tate  February,  1^^^- 
space  Allocation  table  by  Utilization  for.s  and 

Blan.  copies  oi  individual  school  Spac  ^^^^  ^__^^ 

,   eful  in  determining  unutm 
District  Summary  Sheets  ^u  contained  a 

o   1079  submission  to  this 

■  enclosed.  A  January  3        ^^_^^,_^^^^.^  ^^,^,  ^chool-by-school 

,,,,,iet-by-district,  crad  ^^^^^,,,,3  ,„.  .ssi.ne. 

analysis  of  the  relationship  of  pi  .  ^^^^^  ^^^^^^^ 

,    .   Please  refer  to  that  submission 
enrollment.  Please 

■  about  space  utilisation. 


I.   Background  ■ 

^^  iq7R  staff  of  the  Department  of 

in  January  and  February  of  ^^78  sta..  o^  ;..llocation  Matrx:. 

I^nplenentation  cevelopea  a  Space/P-o.^^.  ^^  ^^^^^  .^  ^^^    3,,^. 

fentlss.g-ent  piani o^r^^the  1978-1379  school  year. 

.he  Space/Progra.  Al^°-^t?onaf  iroirllf  sSac^^r^Le^s 

effort  to  correlate  ^^^^;^^°^^|^^^i/ls  divided  into  three 
and  available  rooms  xn  each  school,  -s 
Sjor  categories  for  each  scnool: 

-  Total  roonis  available  for  programs 

„  Progra....atic  spaces  and  regular  education  spaces 

-  ^on-c.  and  -eqular  education  students 
•-  prograimatic  students  ^""^'^fiT) 
(corresponding  to  allocated  s^c^) 

V  ^TA  _  fc;pe  Colximn  A  of  Space/ 
A   TotalHocm^Jfc£_each_school)    (See  Column 

Program  .-.^ioca--on  i-.a, -O 

^o  ^h--  the  De:3artment  of  Implemen- 
This  nuir±>er  ^^P^^^^^-J^^^vf  t^e  to-.al  number  of 
tation  scaff  determined  .o  be  ^ne  t°     •    v,^^  ,,ocm" 

"assignable  rooms"  _in  ^^^'^.!^^°°^;  .o.-.jlinc  no  sce- 
was  loosely  definea  as  acl^s|£2£m^|^_____^^ 

ciajJ^£2_i2^£n3:^-:-'^':'  ^'^   :^^^gr^forr  vas  made  to  main- 
'  its  use  as  a  —"'==■  t;^^:.-:;^-^^  ts  of  an  Actual  Room 

tain  consistency  witn  -le  -^f^--  t--oT  em.entation  s-azr 
■    count  survey  which_  Departm.en.  of  ^^^^2^  ^,  1978. 

.  collected  from  eacn  principal  in^rr.ic^    .TY^^^  ^^^^ 

The  total  room  count  ^^J-rJ-l-I^ee  o-ocrram  matrix  devel- 
natrix  (1977-19  / 8^  and  tne  space  p      .^  ^^.^^  Spring 
oped  by  the  educational  Pl^nn.ngCen  ^^^^  ^^^.^^^  Facili- 
of  1977  (and  conramea  m  -  a^^  ;^^  additional 

ties  Plan  filed  in  December  °-^?jZJ^^^  ^^om  count  figure. 

documents  used  to  ^^'^^'^ttl.^^ovl   t^ese   three  data 
Where  discrepancies  occur  eda^ongt.^^^^^^^^^^.^^^^  _ 

t:^%k^^^   SLS^s^^  made  their  own  .udg- 
ments . 

A   T,o„,.lar  PT-oa-am  Soaces  -  (See  Column  B 
-R   p^r>rT>-PTnT7,atic  and  Regular  prog^dM__^ 

These  numbers  represent  ^- J^^f^Zl^%l'''^l   lllT-lTlt 
for  each  educational  program  f^^^f^^fl,    ^o  the  loca- 
school  year  in  each  ^chool    Judgmen  ^^^^^^g,   g.^^e,.^ 
tion  of  specialized  ?^°5^^^-^^,^^^,t;velv  to  maintain 
Assignm.en.  Plan  -^f  ^jf^^^^^fg^eatest  extent  pos-_ 
continuity  and  stability  to  ^^^^^  „  977_1973)  and  the 
sible.   The  previous  X^f^'^/^^ot-did  the  basis  for 
departm.ental  reccmmencations  prov.dea  c 

room  designations. 


the  f  ollov;inc  muitipies  : 

1.  Regular  program  students 

T  -  26  students  . 

Elenentary  Level       -revels  -  30  students 
Middle  and  Hign  Scnool  Levels  _ 

2.  Students  by  Program 

•-  20  students 
Bilingual  _  o  students 

substantially  Separate        _  «^  ^tuden-.s  .    :       ■  ■ 
Resource  Rocm^  -  20  students 

Advanced  Work  Class       ,  .    _  25  s-udents 
Academically  _Talen-ed  Sedon  ^  ^-^^^^  ^^  studen.s 

Vocational  Education  derived  frcm  previous 

year' s  matrix 
-  50  students  ih   day  2d) 
Regular  Kindergarten  _  ^^  students 

Extended  Day  Program 

II.   ^ ^-^c^n  n-  Carac---es  <.n^  -^n ,^ 


„  .    ,  P^,_^  .. ^e^t-d  the  School  Defendants 
Recently  the  Feceral  Cou..  d^.e^  enrollr.en-.s 

to  file  an  ^^^^^If^^"^.-^:^;.!^   efforts  zo  ,  refine 
for  this  school  year  in^coDuc._  ^^^^^^^^  ^  ^^^.^  fac.-:.c.es 

^1^  """'^oirc^^'nttiiy!  the*  staff  of  the  Departmen^  o. 
plan.   Coxnc^c^nwa__y,^     ^._^^  receiving  input  rrcm  _ 
Implementation  are  a-  ^n-s  —■--      ,         Keadr.asters  anc 
Con^unity _Superintencents   Pr  nc  pa-s^      .lloca.ion 

program  _Aavisors  .or  .^  ^^  ^  ^^^^  ^_.  ^^^^  Department 
Matrix  =or  19/9-19S0.  ;"  "  .  ^  -  D^-'endants  would  me 
of  I-?le-enta.ion  tnat  ^^^^l^   ,.  th  a  modestly 

with  the  court  tne  ^-^^^r^-5;"r^^,.^.s  docur.ent  by  mia- 
revised  Student  Assignm.ent  Proc  c-^-^s         ^^  ^^_ 

February  1979    ^^-^l^^' ^   "^^1   ^~::i;  for  1978-1979  _- 
excellent  tool  -  ^^'f         ^       ^^^l^ ^l^^   a-e  the  new  m.atrix 
for  analyzing  --^^^f  ;:^;  ..n^lfbe  used  for^e  1979- 
forms  (marKear,_G,  ^^J-^tJI 
1980  Studem:  Assignment  Plan. 

in  any  event,  the  enclosed  forms  -  marked  ^  -d^E^-  -re  ^^^ 
developed  in  order  to  cor.pare  in.orm.t  on  e^  ^^^^^^^^^  printouts 
space  Program  Allocation  ..a. ri.  .no   om^^^  ^  .  ^^^^  ,,,,,,, 
Over  a  p-noc  or  a  week  t:..^e_  s^  ,^^^3  ^^^^ 

of  Implementation  did  compile  the  aata  on  tne 


•  atterapted  a  somewhat  ;^P^;!^^ti;4trbased  on  the  Space  Al-   • 
nations  and  prograiinaatxc  ^^°;^r2 "ast  Soring  and,  of 
location  Matrix-  whxcn  was  ^P?;°^!f  -|^^:o:LL-nenl  printouts.    • 
course,  on  the  several  ?^f  ^^^^^^^^^7 °nd  somewhat  inac- 
Predictably,  the  Matrr:c  xs  °1;^-  ^'/^^ident  assignments  on 
curate   due  to  the  ebb  ana  flow  °;/;f  ^^^^^^atic  de- 
June  5,  1978  and  therear.er  and  du-  ^o   y      ^ 
cisions  made  this  year.  _  ^  , 

The  results  of  this  hasty  ^.^5j^^^|3|rof  tS^\?ke!Lhood'"Sf 
elude  a  tolerancefactor  or  40%  base  on^^^  ^^^^^^  ^^^  ^   ^^^. 

error  (20%),  tne  _  xnabxlxty  ^o  at-a  n      ^^iability  of 

nent  on  average  ^  =lf|t'4ring' program  usages  (10%)  • 
room  capacities  due  to  dx-^erxng  p^  b 

-   .    ^v,  =  -»-  is  •  the  somewhat  contro 
The  combination  of  ^wo  racuS,  ^a.J-  .    ^ei^^ctance  of  the 

versial  use  of  a  ^^I^^^^^tJ^^^^;^^  to  use  the  present  ma- 
Department  of  I^-?l^^^^-f:^°^^^^l?T'be  available  in  late 
trix  when  a  ^^^^^^^^'^^^r^  °^LseralI  three  parties  to  agree 
January  or  in  February,  ^r^^^^^^^^^^^t  3oecif ic  information 
on  the  inadvisabxlxty  ox  -J^JflJ^''^^,^   tine. 
on  capacities  and  enrollments  a.  tn.s  :: 

A   v^,r   npT^P^^ment   of    Imolem.en- 

^^    ,.-    ^nalvs-'s    T='^-^Tnved  bv   Depa,  Jtsiiu _ 

The  Process  Oi.  .--naxy:^-^  ^^^-' ^ . 


ta-cion5ua_r 


X.   ciT>'-!T  soecific  information. 

Even  though  the  pertiss  are  "°-  ;^^;"|t,e' approach  which  was 

.he  star-.  utiXi.ea  ^.^^^^^   ^  ^^^^"  ^^^" 

desianations   to  progr^mai^c   en_oxi^ 

tr.?.^nr^/x^ptl4ntafifn  fn'^raL^^^^^^^ 

The  Progra-^atic  ^^f^^^J^^^^S^  ■ 
fi^ri^^U=°hl3:"l?7ra^ri^Iiu-ded  in  this  filin.)    - 

•  ^^A   T-;^ro-bv -grade  assignment 
The  following  computerized  rac^  o/  gi 

lists: 

The  weekly  total-syste..  race-by-grade  printout  of 

December  9,  1978  .    . 

The  Bilingual  race-by-grade  printout  of  Nove.J^er  13, 

1978 

.  ^   +-.-.T1V  sepa-ate  Soecial  Needs  race-by- 
The  Substantially  Sepa-at«   "iqia 
grade  printout  of  October  2,  197  8  . 

The  vocational  Education  race-by-grade  printout  of 
Decem.ber  9,  197  3 


1. 
2. 

3. 


a) 

b) 
c) 
d) 


printout  of  OctoDer  ^.^ ,    ^-^  ■  -  ^      ~ 

nr.  rsce-bv-grade  printout  o^ 
f)   The  Extended  Day  Prograia  race  i^i  9 
December  2,    1978. 

c    o  n-iT^'zationChart  (see  Forra  D) 
.or  each  school  then  yEB|^|^|-H^^ 

;?:,r°S'lniach'school  r-^S^rasit^Silf  slidSts  in^ 
?r  ovS^tilized.   The  P-^^-^^^^.t^dsl^dent- teacher  ratxos 
each  program  were  ^^^f^^  °^^t"by  I^w .   (Attention  ^f  ^?f\f^^ 
or  designated  oy  con^^.ct  o.^^by^^  ^^^^^^  ^"^rf  ITiLS^'on  li 
to  Sectxon  I  O   -^^^/^^  ^,_^^,,   for  the  usual  aliocat:-.o 
of  certain  rooins  does  no^  a_x 

students.  ,,-^'^on-  MAKtNG  ANY  ASSUI^I?- 

^v,   .-P--  ca-ried  out  the  analyses  •^:^i,^^^^£^^^  the  Space 
So.rco;cer;lng  ^^^^^^,    ^^i^^^^lsf  dictate,  some 

^oiementation  last  sprang  |^^^^f  r_^^ee  resource  rooms  aj^ 
lar  education  (graces  1  ^°^^i^,%^^^Qi  ,•  n  District  II.  when 
tSI  JoSn  F.  Kennedy  Elem.entary  School  -^^  ^^^^.^  on  June  o, 
Se  Department  of  1^?^^^'^ ^f-^^" Jt"\rocrIm  students  was 
Ii78,  however,  the  number  o.r eg w--^^^  ^^.  "xaamstream 
somewhat  less  than  expeczec  and  f^  ^^^^^  ^.e  prxncipal 
r.\.A^ar^&r.    somewhat  m.ore.   In  a±i.  ---   -   ^^^on  ana  rour  re 

Kuroe  rooi:^  ^-.-l^'.^tve^te^S  (Is  would  be  ^^^^^  °^°^^ 
being  over-crawuea  b.  sevente  ^  ^^_^^^^^  "^^f-^  L.^'^ll^Srt 
rH^-r-t-'i  there  orobabi/  a_e  ^.^^  __  ^^-r^r^  "seats  ,  tn-rt; 
o^  a  U-Sius  of  forty-four  regular ^^j.o,-a.   ^^^^     „.-  th^s 

;;oSa?iri3  a  surplus  -  -^!-:;|^,=  -;;,or  factor  (20%7) 
fort  accounted  for  an  almos.  o_ - 

across  the  school  .yste..  ,,.,„,,!,  ^a^e  standard 

;^other  factor  ^tf  ^-^fe^l^ief  w' designati  the  nu.^-  or 

tchool  syste..  never  "z-^^f^i.^^if  ^uinber  of  students  .o 
basis.   For  eKa-T-ple,  -^^,  ^J"|i  ^ssrooiti  is  twenty-si.v  i=u.  on 

i/erl^rthf  ^SSl^^ySrnLe^  ---L^T^'ofe  SSd^^gu  ,^_ 
ir/th^S  fe^liiSf-nSe-  assfgn-able  regular  progra.  s.. 
ISSts'^-hould  be  lowered  by  10%.  ^^^^^_^ 

^he  third  <=actor  that  must  be  =°nsia;red  ^^en  a^_^^^^^^^^  ,^ 
.    SfSSi^^f^vIJilKe'^pSp^S  cit  J.^  ^l?r^iiSer-^ 

S5;ertri"t.rn:rbu?riu:rs;itr;  eight  substantially 

separate  seats. 
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PLANNING  DOCUMENT  #3 

STATEMENT  n.w.c,..  THNF.D  AND  PROJECTED  ENROLLMENTS 
RTATE.IEN1^__^  c . , . i , .  .-T^-TN^AOrDISTRICT 


PLAr>iNlr>!ij  LAX-u.' 


.  .^       .rrj?.l.  ^>D  P-XJICTD  E^^DUI^S  OF  STUD^iTS   ^  ^1  DISTRICT 
K)     ACTUAL  gg^I^-glTT  -  Srecific  Infonration  Needs         •  . 

V     SS  sSS  %  SS  Se^SS^ISS;    H..h)  by  Pro^a.   (e.g., 

'•     SSgSl!  Soe^ial  N-eeds)    for  Public  Schools. 

t     SSS  b?  Si  ISeSS^I^e,  Hig.)  by  Prc^a.  for  Public 

Schools.  •,■,_„-  W7  orade     l°vel,  and  district  for  non-public 

5.     Total  System  enrollment  by  grace,   x-ve^,  c^ 

schools  in  Boston. 

__^  —^^TT'T—.Tpc;  -  cirrecif-'c  Infom^tion  Needs 
B)      PPOJECT^  Hn?OIXl-i^-JTS       bpecix-t. 

^-     SSngui!:^=aiial  Needs)   for  PubUc  Schcols. 

^:     SSSiS  ^i  S2  f/irniL^!1Si!;,  Hish>  by  Pro^-  for  ^Uc 

Schools.  _n^„^  Kv  cP-ad-     level,   ar^  district  for  non-public 

5.     Total  System  enroHnent  by  graa_,   ifcN.t;x,   c^x 

schools  in  Boston. 
For  Plaruning  p-^-poses  er^lL-rent  pror.actior^  will  be  for  the  ta.-re  period 
J1979  to   1983- 

A)    ACTUAL  g:pom-:E>rr  '  •  . 

tteed  ^.  Can  be  satisfied. 
Need  £2.  Can  be  satisfied. 
Need  ^.  Can  be  satisfied. 
tfeed  |4_.     Can  be  satisfied. 

lglltlrv;irtI^^n;.^?ea°a^iravSiS:  ^L'non-public  schools  at  this 
time. 
B)      PKXTFCTED  ENP0KL2ENTS 

^^^^  can  be  satisfied  for  the  ti.a  feri^  1979  to  1981-    "'arbridge 

H5iHe7'lnc.   RaFort,   June,   1977). 

need  #2.     can  be  satisfied  for  level  but  not  for  orooram. 


N-eed  ^   Cannot  be  saUsfied.  Although  th^  data  e:<ist  for  the_taine 
iiHoFlSTg  CO  ]98]  confidence  in  its  accuracy  preclude  its  use  ror 
district  level  facilities  planning. 

V       Need  #4.  Cani^Dt  be  satisfied. at  this  tiine. 

Need  #5.  Canrx^t  be  satisfied. at  this  tire. 

III.   PPOPOSED  ACTI\^mES 

A)  SHORT  TER-M  (Before  March  ]6,  1979) 

ACTOM.  EXRDm^ENT  -  Provide  the  District  Planning  J^J^^^^^^^^f  ,^^^ 
■       ITTiidllT^^^IISDle.    CAssigned  -nrolL-nents  as  or  tlay,   1976  and  ^tovarber, 
^976,    1977,   and  1978)  .     Develop  the  data  not  readxly  av^lable    U .e   , 
ieed  #5)   a^  soon  as  possible  and  disserinate  to  Groups  v;hen  avaxlable. 

PPDJBCmD  ENTOmETTS  -  Contract  with  an  external  agency  to  provide  the 
gr^a^^bTt:^  district  Plan.ni^g  Groups  to  perform  thexr  task. 
Ihat  is,   to  fully  satisy  needs  #]   -  5. 

■R)     TO\G  TEBIA.  -    (Before  Decsnber  3],    ]980)  . 

^l^n  the  Boston  Public  Schools  the  internal  _ car^cxty  to  ProDect 
^S  i^xollirents  within,  reasonable  and  kno.^  liirats  or  error  so  that 
■       reliable  enrollirent  projections  can  be  made  annually. 
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PLANNING    DOCUME^^T    ^4 

J 


l^tt   (\\^°   U-^\^^  'K-OW^     goW^V    1\-   t^lWt^'^*^) 


"^^, 


ST 4TEMENT  OF  THE  TARGET  REDUCTION  TOR  I^^CREASE)  ^^^  GRADE 
LEVEL  CAPACITIES  ( £LEM:.NTARY .  MIDDLE.  HIGh)  l-N  hAUri  DISTRICT 

The  target  reduction  is  equivalent  to  twenty-five  percent 
of  the  difference  between  District  Capacity  ^nd  District 
Enrollment  for  each  grade  level  (elementary,  middle,  high) 
as  identified  in  Planning  Documents  ^  2  and  -  J. 

^T.R.    =  25%  (D.C.  -  D.  E.) 

The  above  formula  will   be  translated  into  actual  figures  by 
February  1,  1979. 


'  ) 


PLANNING  DOCUMENT  #5 


CRITERIA  FOR  DISTRICT  LONG-TEP^M  FACILITY  PLANS 


CRITERIAF0R_DI52iliirjL 


1. 

2. 
3. 


4. 


riSinC^-p-anS'sl^efls  a  base  fo.  .ac.lxt.es  needs. 

■    ,„^  structure  of  the  school  system  is 
The  organization  and  structur 
presumed  to  be  on  a  l-5,_  6  8 ,  i>  i   F  ^^ 

Classes  for  extended  day  ki"<S"f  ^^^^'^Ict^widf  progrL^s 
bilinguai,  and  advanced  "°rl^  are  ai|tri=t  ^^^^^  facilities, 
tnd  sLuld  be  sited  according  to^'=-^g,^.,,Uc  continuity, 
desegregation,  ease  or  "crci 

Bilingual  classes  should  be  grouped  for  -Himum  education^ 
efficiency,  but  should  in  9^"?^^^^"  substantially  separate 
tian  40%  of  the  classes  in  a  ^f  °f  ^^^^^ed  that  in  no  case  do 
special  needs  classes  should  be  so  ^       ^  more  than  naif 
llll   classes  and  bilingual  class-^rep^^  ^^^^^^  ^^^^  ^.^  ,,ast 

SLreguiarrducStlon-cfa^s  at  each  grade. 

The  district  Plan  for  closings  aM^alternativeu^^^^ 

in  accordance  with  Planning  u^     district  and  b)  the 
t^  previous  school  closings  ^^  .he  dis^r^^^^.^  ^^^^^  . ^ 
proportion   of  students  in  each  "^^^^    Nation  falls,  and 
IIs?rict  upon  whom  the  burden  o   transpo  ^^. ^^^^^^,,^  ,,d  to 

fach^e.Sri4?hn!rgrLrh^as1een  sought. 

.      =n-,=-native  utilization,  the 
in  any  plans  for  =°n=°':i'5;^i°"  ^^ofs  Irom  and  to  which  students 

■      bt^be  Ssi^Lrard^Lnfid^f Si  "^—  --^^"'^""  '^^^ 


7. 
8. 


.      .,>.^litv  of  the  educational  programs  of 
The  continuity  and  ^J^^^^J^^^^L^ 
ihe  students  should  be  safeguarded.  ^^^^^^^  ^^  . 

district  Planning  .ay  ta.e  in-^-count^the  ^^^,,^,^,^,s 
,-^=1  Inr.ation  OX  xaciiit-i-'== 


reallocation 
I-VIII. 


m  districts  having  unutilized  school  capacity  at^a^grade  level 
felementary,  -l^^^^l.^^fon^fiU  be'git-en  to  closing  schools. 


Document 


10. 


;y,  middle,  high  -'?°f>/^ren?o  closing  schools, 
S4,  consideration  will  oe  given  ^ 

v,r-„-ii  is  so  low  as  to 
Tf  current  actual  enrollment  at  any  school       closing,  the 
Juaaest  ?hat  the  school  should  be  considered    ^^^    ^g^am  of 
bu?Ien  of  proof  will  be  -P-^^,^3'ruch  promise  for  future  use 
the  school  is  so  ^J^^^f^f^etainSd!   In  general,  attendance  b, 
that  the  school  ^^ould  be  retained^ ^^^^  assigned  to  the 
^  ".'^"l  Sriffe^^eg:  d  d\f f  strL^^??^5^iHr^^at  the  school 
tf  rffect'iie'anrihould  be  retained. 


n  •   Tn  nnv  such  cases,  when  the  districr  piciu  i.<=^-nuu-..v^^  ^ 
recruitment  p^og^^n  which  includes  voluntary  enrollment 
or  the  attraction  of  students  not  presently  attending 
?he  Boston  Public  Schools,  the  burden  of  pro6r  ^^11^^ 
upon  the  district  that  recruitment  measures  have  been 
identified  which  promise  to  work  effectively. 


13. 


14. 


16 


i?  nSw  facilities  may  be  considered  as  a  solution  o.  last 
?LS?t    State  ?aw  now  mandates  that  construction  can  be 
aPP?ov;d  or?y  af?er  all  other  options  have  been  ruled  out. 
Since  it  cannot  be  assumed  that  construction/renovation 
f^ds  will  be  appropriated,  every  district  should  plan 
J^r'the  contingency  that  there  will  be  no  new  school^^^^     . 
construction/renovation  mthe  disrric^ 
the  five  year  planning  period. 

When  new  construction  is  the  only  °Pti°"' .^^e  general  location 
-rh:;^^^otftl.f?S^cronSse-;^at?on^i-iSafl?^?r!^.. 

-  -^?-sLf  ^hit  ^^^^i^^BSBSh....... 

^:^J^'^:^   BfarH?  Ta^^cftifn?  ^vfrno^ana  legislature 

a.  Rogers-Addition/Rehabilitation  (IV)   1580^1981 

b.  Brooks-Dickerman  Replacement  (V       '1       (Trr^       198^-1984 
c    Fenwick,  Winthrop,  S.  Mason  ^^'^^l^^^^^.f.,  gt,^       '•^'- 

d.  Holmes-Champlam  Replacement   (V)   1982_^9S5 

e.  Barnes-Cheverus  Replacement  (VHx)  1984  lyao 


) 


These  proiects  are  described  more  fully  on  pages  III-2  to   , 
TU-e    of  '^e  Septemi^er,  1977  Unified  Facilities  Plan. 

If  a  district  wishes  to  propose  to  substitute _ a  ^°^f ^^^^^^^^ 
^LSv'ation  pro3ect  for  o-^numerated  above,  it  w.ll^have_^^ 
the  burden  to  demonstrate  that  its  proposea  f   j 
critical  in  terms  of,facilitiesneeas,  and  at  least  as^^^^^^^^ 

equitable  in  terms  of  <^^^^g^^?f ^^S'  ,,^°  f^e  d?st?ict  has 
project  proposal  will  be  considered  unless  F^^^^^^J^i^ities 
first  sought  technical  assistance  from  the  Public  Faciiit: 

Department. 


PLANNING  DOCUMENT  #6 


GUIDELINES  FOR  SCHOOL  CLOSINGS 


I 

WHen   it   is   evident   t.at   t.-^e.  of   unutilized  seats   at  a 
?"fa.^;r^rn"tre"cS;ity'o^;t\last   one   scnooi   at^t.a.^^^^^_  ,         1 

r.a^f  fevef  in  --.^r^oii^' s.^uir^l^coisSered   fo.  ciosin,,       _ 
^the'irx^iSng'gSdeUnes   should  be   used: 

S2^^2££3£tion^°Il^i^ ^^^^   proportionately 

burdens    caused  by   past   scnu 


A. 

1 


be  considered. 


be  consiuci.^^'  j^^^ 

•    ^f  ;,  school  Closing  -  xncludxng 
The  impact  on  desegregation  of  a  ^^^^ • ^^^ities ,  the  proven 

ra£"'of-s;^roiTor£jt^^^^^^^^^^ 

f Lctri^J  !n°terrarerre!^,^r.So^od  -^.ould  be   ta.en  .nto 


account. 
B.   Pro£raii_Considerations 


1, 


Program  uoii^-^^" — ^  • — : ,  , 

"""        .     -.h  receiving  schools  should  assure 
seasonable  consolidation  with  rece.vxng^  standard  of  support 
program  continuity  and  at  least 


J 


c. 
1, 


services. 

Ne i ghborhood_Considerations 


^ 7   „on  the  geographic  proximity  of 

The  impact  °f  .  ""^iS^Sfulf  be  considered! 

pupils  to  their  school  should  ^   ,.  k,  considered 

-thf  irtf-ofTe^iou^  I-oi  flosfnfs  fnder  the  desegregation 


3. 

D. 
1. 

2. 

3. 


^  .       ^h^  Quality  of  neighborhood  life 

The  impact  of  a  school  closing  on  the  quality 
shouiS  be  taken  into  account. 

Pj,^sical_lacilit^-^^  ..commodate 

.  school  building.should  f-  s^-.^^lTt^that  level. 

all  programs  required  m  a  Bo  ^^^^^^ 

alternate  facilities. 


E    Cost  Effectiveness  Considerations  • 

not  entail  unreasonable  cost. 

■    3.   The  cost  benefit  of  .closing  should  ^^^^ J^^f  J^.^^^^^ent, 
altered  transportation  costs,  lost  capirax 
'and  potential  for  revenues  from  non-school  use. 


PLANNING  DOCUMENT  #7 


UNIFIED  FACILITIF.5  PLAN  JOINT  SUBMISSION 
nTT.qrRTPTION  OF  PLANNING  GROUPS 


(■•\ 


DESCRIPTION  OF  PLANNING  GROUPS 

The  Boston  School  Comrriittee,  the  State  Board  of  Education  and 
the  Public  Facilities  Comir.ission  of  the  City  of  Boston  are 
jointly  responsible  for  filing  a  Unified  Facilities  Plan  (UFP) 
with  the  U.S.  Federal  District  Court.   Representatives  of  the 
three  parties  have  formulated  guidelines  for  the  production 
of  the  Unified  Facilities  Plan.   The  guidelines  are  to  be 
followed  in  the  School  Department  Central  and  District  level 
planning. 

Planning  for  the  Unified  Facilities  Plan  occurs  at  three  levels: 

1.  Joint  Court-Ordered  Planning 

Representatives  of  the  Massachusetts  State  Department  of 
Education,  the  City  of  Boston  and  the  Boston  School  Department 
comprise  this  group.   Representatives  of  the  Citywide  Parent 
Advisory  Council  (CPAC)  as  well  as  othex  constituency  groups 
have  been  invited  to  observe  and  comment  upon  this  group's 
work.   The  primary  responsibility  of  the  court-ordered  group 
is  to  jointly  determine  guidelines  for  school  department 
facilities  planning;  monitor  the  planning  process  and  make 
periodic  reports  to  the  Court;  and  recommend  a  Unified 
Facilities  Plan  for  joint  approval  and  submission  by  the 
three  governing  bodies. responsible  to  the  Court. 

2.  School  Departm.ent  Central  Planning 

A  School  Department  Central  Planning  staff  will  provide 
assistance  to  the  District  Planning  Groups  and  produce  a 
draft  Unified  Facilities  Plan.   The  staff  will  be  under  the 
direction  of  the  Senior  Officer  for  Planning  and  Policy  and 
will  include  the  Senior  Officer  for  the  Department  of 
Implementation.   A  Central  Advisory  Planning  Group  including 
representation  of  the  Citi"v7ide  Parent  Advisory  Council  will 
assist  in  this  planning  process.   Technical  assistance  will 
be  provided  by  the  other  parties,  on  request. 

'3.   District  Planning 

Each  of  the  nine  (9)  Community  Superintendents  will  create  a 
District  Planning  Group,  under  School  Committee  guidelines, 
including  representation  of  the  Community  District  Advisory 
Council  (CDAC) .   This  planning  group  will  be  assisted  by  the 
Central  Planning  staff.   The  CDAC  will  participate  in  the 
planning  process  and  report  on  the  District-authored  plan. 
The  Community  Superintendent  is  responsible  to  insure 
participation  of  affected  and  interested  persons  and  groups 
•  at  the  district  and  local  school/community  level. 

The  exact  composition  of  the  School  Department  Central  Planning 
Staff,  and  the  Central  Advisory  Planning  group  will  be  determined 
by  the  School  Committee.   Broad  access  to  information  and 
opportunities  to  provide  information  and  judgements  to  aid  the 
planning  process  are  to  be  insured  at  all  levels. 


The  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts 
Department  of  Education 


31  St.  James  Avenue.  Boston,  Massachusetts  02115 


February  28,  1979 


Stephen  A.  Moynahan,  Jr.  Esq. 
Deputy  Clerk 

jlA   02109 
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Morgan  v.  Finneoan 
^:X71i^rT2-911-G 


Dear  Mr.  Koynahan: 


;he  Boston  School 


on  behalf  of  the  -J?->:-;r.L°°'rr;T:a°„Lrt"trnr;«ewit-„  additional 


Education , 

on  benaxx  -\-;r  '"T:.,  of  Boston,  I  am  transmitting  ^-e----    Unified  Faci- 
Con^ittee  ^^^ ^  ,,,^,   Proposal  for  Develop^nent  of  a  Un^^  ^^^^^ 

?.S:r;ia^iiled\y  r  -t:"i^^ct:::rU';ri?I!;ed  student  enrollments 
Planning  Doc^ument  ^- ^l.^/^f.jTlLning  Document  which  remaxns  to  be 
for  each  district,  is  -ne  onxy 


-  ^  „o,.v  rortinued  assistance, 
Thank  you  ror  your  co..^x. 


Sinc^r^lY' 


R^bert^HrBlumen4al,    Esq- 
Legal  Office 


UNITED  STATES  DISTRICT  COURT 
DISTRICT  OF  MASSACHUSETTS 


TALLULAH  MORGAM  ET.  AL. 
Plaintiff 

V. 

DAVID   FIinTEGAN,    ET  AL. 
Defendant 


C.A.  No.  72-911-G 


Additional  Planning  Documents  Relating  To  The 

Joint  Proposal  For  Development  Of  A 

Unified  Facilities  Plan 


Subsequent  to  the  January  17,  1979  filing  of  the  Joint  Proposal  for 
Development  of  a  Unified  Facilities  Plan,  the  Joint  Planning  Group  has 
continued  to  meet  on  a  regular  basis  and  discuss  the  planning  process.   These 
meetings  have  produced  the  attached  additional  Planning  DocuiTient. 

Planning  Document  #4,  titled  Survey  of  Unused  School  Seats  and  Potential 
for  School  Closings,  indicates  the  surplus  seats,  if  any,  at  each  grade 
level  (elementary,  middle  and  high  school)  for  each  district. 

Additionally,  the  Joint  Planning  Group  feels  that  the  entire  Joint 
Proposal  would  gain  in  clarity  if  the  plixase  "target  reduction"  were  deleted 
throughout  and  the  phrase  "surplus  seats"  were  inserted  in  its  place.   Revised 
pages  indicating  this  change  will  be  filed  shortly. 

The  State  Defendants 


February  28,  1979 


By  their  Attorneys, 

Robert  H.  Bohn,  Jr. / 
Assistant  Attorney  General 
One  Ashburton  Place 
Boston,  MA   02109 
(617)  727-1090 


The  Mayoral  Defendants 
By  their  Attorney, 


Michael  Eetcner,  r-sq. 
Assistant  Corporation  Counsel 
City  Law  Departr.ent 
City  Kail  -  Roora  615 
Boston,  MA   02201 
(617)  725-4031 
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Rdbert  H.  Blurr.enthal 
Department  of  Education 
31  St.  Janes  Avenue 
Boston,  MA   02116 
(617)  727-5716 

The  School  Defendants 

By  their  Attorneys, 


Marshal  Simonas 
Douglas  P.  Woodlock 
GOODV;iN,  PROCTOR  S  HOAR 
28  State  Street 
Boston,  MJ>.   02109 
(617)  523-5700 
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PLANNING  DOCUMENT  ii4 


SURVEY  OF  UNUSED  SCHOOL  SEATS  AND  POTENTIAL 
FOR  SCHOOL  CLOSINGS 


February,  1979 


UirUSED  SCHOOL  SEATS  AND  POTENTIAL  FOR  SCHOOL  CLOSING 


This  is  a  model  document  subject  to  review  and  modification  before  its 
utilization  in  the  first  year  of  planning.   As  the  result  of  any  upcoming 
enrollment  projections  for  the  next  five  years  it  may  be  subject  to  amendment. 

Rooms  or  space  in  a  school  may  have  differing  utilization  and  programmatic 
capacity  from  year  to  year.   In  order  to  allow  for  flexibility  in  program.- 
matic  utilization,  it  is  wise  not  to  view  a  school's  total  capacity  as  fully 
attainable.   Accordingly,  a  differential  of  25%  betv/een  the  assignable  capacity 
and  the  assigned  enrollment  in  each  school  has  been  designated  as  reser^/ed 
space  in  the  computation  of  surplus  seats.   Thus,  the  reserved  space  allows 
a  school  in  a  given  year  to  change  a  regular  elementary  classroom  of  25 
students  into  a  Special  Needs  class  of  8  students. 

The  term.  Surplus  Seats,  constitutes  75%  of  the  difference  between  the  assign- 
able capacity  at  each  grade  level  in  a  district  and  the  assigned  enrollment 
at  each  grade  level  in  a  district  in  a  given  year.   Each  District  Plan  should 
provide  for  the  elimination  of  surplus  seats. 

Before  examining  the  February,  1979  Survey  of  Unused  School  Seats  and  Potential 
for  School  Closings,  it  is  important  to  bear  in  m.ind  the  following  factors: 

1.  Generally  speaking,  if  there  is  no  computation  of  surplus  seats  in 
the  survey,'  it  is  the  result  of  that  surplus  being  less  than  the 
capacity  of  the  smallest  school  at  that  grade  l-'=vel  (other  exceptions 
are  footnoted) . 

2.  The  survey  information  should  not  inhibit  local,  district,  or 
central  planning  groups  from  considering  school  utiliza.tion  or 
closing  options  which  are  not  necessarily  apparent  when  the  surplus 
seat  column  is  examined. 

As  noted  earlier,  the  document  which  follov;s  should  be  viev/ed  as  a  model. 
It  will  be  updated  after  the  Student  Assignment  Process  is  completed  in  the 
Spring  of  1979  and  it  will  be  revised  as  short-term  and  long-term  enrollm.ent 
projections  become  available. 
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BOSTCM  PUBLIC  SCH"CL5_: 
SimVEYoV  LT^rUSED  SCHOOL  JI\TS  AtlD 
POTENTIAL  FOP-  SCHOOL  c:-0'5I%"GS 


♦Assigned  Enrollment  2/10/79 


GRADE     Assignable  ^ 

'lzt/ZL  CAPACITY 


ENROLLMZ:r 


DIFFERENCE 


RESER^/E 
(25%) 


SURPLUS 
' SEATS 


II 


IV 


VII 


High 
Middle 

Elem. 

1179 
1526 
3304 

High 

Middle 

Elem- 

930  ^ 
1758 
4550 

High 

Middle 

Elem. 

1194 
2496 
5563 

High 

Middle 

Elem. 

1096 

-  1651 

4520 

High 

Middle 

Elem. 

2132 
2S47 
8026 

High 

Middle 

Elen. 

.  968 

1796 
5920 

High 

Middle 

Elem. 

1428 

1486 
4738 

High 

Middle 

Elem. 

1034 

981 

2506 

1124 
1329 
2533 

992 
1505 
3569 

13S0 
1772 
3569 

977 
1482 


1867 
2882 
6309 

91S 
1834 
3630 

992 
1334 
3309 

1043 

913 

1791 


766 


991 


1994 


192 


248 


499 


574 


743 


1495 


1219 

305 

914 

265 

66 

199 

1717 

429 

1288 

2290 

573 

1717 

436 

109 

327 

1429 

357 

1072 

715 


179 


535 


IX 


High 

10210 

Middle 

2970 

Elem. 

5058 

9S91 

32'i 
4121 


319 
937 


80 
234 


239 
702 


FOOTNOTES  TO  SURVEY  OF  UNUSED  SCHOOL  SEATS  Mm 
POTENTIAL  FOR  SCHOOL  CLOSINGS 

1.  As  of  February  10,  1979. 

2.  Seats  held  in  reserve  to  allow  for  expansion  of  special  needs  and  bilingual 
prograns,  desegregation  requirements,  enrollment  population  shifts  and 
unanticipated  contingencies. 

3.  Surplus  school  seats  constitute  the  goal  for  school  closings  at  a  particular  grade 
level  in  a  particular  district.   Generally  speaking.  Surplus  Seats  have  no  re- 
lationship from  one  geographical  district  to  another  except  bstv;een  District  9 
and  the  8  geographical  districts. 

4.  The  assignable  capacity  of  new  Jair.aica  Plain  High  —  v;hich  will  open  September 
1979. 

5.  Generally,  no  Surplus  Seats  listing  is  indicated  if  the  number  of  surplus  seats 

(at  a  grade  level  in  a  district)  is  less  than  the  capacity  of  the  smallest  school 
at  that  grade  level  in  that  district.   However,  the  surplus  seats  -  even  though 
relatively  few  in  number  -  are  listed  at  the  high  school  level  in  the  districts 
which  have  two  high  schools  each  in  view  of  the  unique  nature  of  the  Student 
Assignment  Plan  at  the  high  school  level. 

6.  The  assignable  capacity  of  new  Charlestovm  High  has  been  adjusted  for  September, 

1979. 

f 

7.  Surplus  Seats  are  not  listed  at  the  middle  school  level  in  District  9.   However, 
they  are  listed  at  the  High  School  level  because  Boston  Trade  Ccmprehensive  High 
School  is  being  phased  out  ana  due  to  the  complexi-ies  noted  above  in  footnote 
5.   Elementary  level  surplus  seats  are  listed  not  for  purposes  of  suggesting 
reduction  but  as  a  caution  before  any  expansion  of  elementary  level  magnet 
school  spaces  is  considered.   This  caution  does  not  preclude  a  shifting  of  ele- 
mentary level  spaces  between  District  9  and  other  districts. 


CERTIFICATE  OF  SERVICE 

I  hereby  certify  that  service  of  the  attached  document  was  made  on 
all  parties  to  this  action  by  mailing  or  hand  delivering  copies  of  the  same 
to  all  counsel  listed  below: 


Lawrence  Fordham,  Esq. 
Foley,  Hoag  S  Eliot 

10  Post  Office  Square 
Boston,  Massachusetts 

Michael  Batcher,  Esq. 
City  Law  Department 
City  Hall,  Room  615 
Boston,  Massachusetts  . 

Robert  Pressman,  Esq. 

Center  for  Law  &  Education 

Gutman  Library 

6  Appian  Way 

Cambridge,  Massachusetts 

Richard  W.  Coleman,  Esq. 
Segal,  Roitman  s  Coleman 

11  Beacon  Street 
Boston,  Massachuset-cs 

James  T.  Grady,  Esq- 
Grady  and  McDonald 
75  Federal  Street 
Boston,  Massachusetts 

Marshall  Simonds,  Esq. 
Goodwin,  Proctor  &  Hear 
28  State  Street 
Boston,  Massachusetts 

Joseph  H.  Hogan,  Esq. 
26  Court  Street 
Boston,  Massachusetts 


Mr.  Charles  Hambelton 

Department  of  Implementation 

Boston  Public  Schools 

26  Court  Street 

Boston,  Massachusetts   02108 

Mr.  Marty  Walsh 
Coimunity  Relations  Service 
100  Summer  Street,  Room  1920 
Boston,  Massachusetts 

Caroline  B-  Playter,  Esq. 

P.O.  Box  A 

462  Talbot  Avenue 

Dorchester,  Massachusetts  02124 

Thayer  Fremont-Smith  Esq. 
Choate,  Hall  S  Stewart 
23  State  Street 
Boston,  Massachusetts 

Mr.  Robert  Gray,  Staff  Director 
Citywide  Parents  Advisory  Council 
31  Milk  Street,  5th  floor 
Boston,  Massachusetts 

Barbara  L.  Schulman 
Puerto  Rican  Legal  Defense 

&  Education  Fund,  Inc. 
95  Madison  Avenue 
New  York,  New  York  10016 


/  ^/^ 


'  /^ 


Robert  K.  Blumehthal 


Date:   February  28,  1979 
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APPENDIX  D  -  Revisions  received  from 

t  has  been  revised  In  light  ol  comments  receive 
llT/oTlZtl   persons  and/or  organizations: 

Department  of  Education,  Joseph  A.  Bishop 
public  Facilities  Department.  Peter  Scarpignato 

Boston  school  Department.  '^f^lJiUfllitson 

Marya  Levenson 
Louis  P.  Perullo 
Roger  Beattie 
Robert  Murray 
Robert  Donahue 
Anthony  Galleota 

r   x>    \    C      '     .Paul  -Wright 
C.P.A-^"     Patricia  Corcoran 
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APPEND Ik   E 
District   Maps 


ELEMENTARY    SCHOOL 
INTERMEDIATE     SCHOOL 
HIOH    OCHOOL 
SPECIAL    SCHOOL 
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CLEMENTARY    SCHOOL 
IHTERMEOIATE     SCHOOL 
HIGH    SCHOOL 
SPECIAL    SCHOOL 
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tLEMENTARt    SCHOOL 
INTERME0I4TE     SCHOOL 
MICH    SCHOOL 
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SOUTH  BOSTON  H.  S.  ANNEX 
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ELEMENTARY    SCHOOL 
ISTERMEDIATE     SCHOOL 
HIGH    SCHOOL 
SPECIAL    SCHOOL 
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CLEMENTARY    SCHOOL 
NTERMEOIATE     SCHOOL 
MICH    SCHOOL 
SPECIAL    SCHOOL 
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.^Bo^tbn  Latin  Academy 


o  District  IX  Elementary  Schools 

o  District  IX  Middle  Schools 

♦  District  IX  >-iiddle  and  High  Schools 

o  District  IX  High  Schools 
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